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Important Notice: The Board intends that Committee Meetings =

will constitute the time and place where the major discussion
and deliberation of a listed matter will be initiated. After

consideration by the Committee, matters requiring Board action

will be placed on an upcoming Board Meeting Agenda.

Discussion of matters on Board Meeting Agendas may be llmlted

if the matters are placed on -the’ Board’s Consent -Agenda by the
Committee. - Persons-interested in commenting on an item being

considered by a Board Committee or the full Board are advised

to make comments at the Committee meeting where the matter is

considered.

Pete Wilson, Governor

1. CONSIDERATION OF STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS CN THE ADEQUACY OF
THE PLACER COUNTY SOURCE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING ELEMENT

2. CONSIDERATION OF PETITION FOR REDUCTION IN THE DIVERSION

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CITY OF FARMERSVILLE

3. CONSIDERATION OF PETITICN FOR REDUCTICN IN THE DIVERSION
‘ REQUIREMENTS FCR THE CITY OF LINDSAY

4. CONSIDERATION OF PETITION FOR REDUCTION IN THE DIVERSION
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CITY OF EXETER
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5. CONSIDERATION OF PETITION FOR REDUCTION IN THE DIVERSION i
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CITY OF WILLOWS, CITY OF ORLAND AND THE .
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY OF GLENN

6. CONSIDERATION COF ADOPTiON bF IN-HOUSE WASTE PREVENTION
ACTION PLAN (not availablc. umbi! Closcr o mg.-;hn% d.a‘*'c_.) -

7. OPEN DISCUSSION

Notice: The Committee may hold a closed session to discuss
the appointment or employment of public employees
and litigation under authority of Government Code
Sections 11126 (a) and (g}, respectively.

For further information contact:
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

Catherine Foreman
{916) 255-215¢6



California Integrated Waste Management Board

LOCAL ASSISTANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
February 9, 199%4

AGENDA ITEM # A

ITEM: Con51derat10n of Btaff, Recommendatlons on the.Adeguacy
- of the Placer County Source Reductlon and Recycllng
Element
BACKGROUND:

Public Resources Code (PRC) 41791.5, as added by Assembly Bill
440, requires each city, county, and regional agency to submit
its Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) and Nondisposal
Facility Element (NDFE) to the Board for approval on or before
April 30, 1994, August 31, 1994, or December 31, 1994, depending
upon a jurisdiction’s remaining solid waste disposal capacity.

According to PRC Sections 41800 and 41802, the Board is required
to review and determine the adequacy of a SRRE within 120 days
from the time it receives the final element. The Board must
either approve or disapprove the element at a public hearing,
according to PRC Sections 41800 (a), 41800(b), and 41802. 1If the
Board does not act to approve or disapprove an element submitted
for review within 120 days, the elements shall be deemed
approved.

A final SRRE submitted to the Board for review must include the
following documentation:

» Proof of notice of public hearings .conducted to receive
- comment from the publlc as required by PRC Section 41793 and

. Title 14 -of the- Callfornla Code of Regulatlons (CCR) Section .-

18766;

* A resolution from the jurisdiction’s governing bedy
adopting the element as required by PRC Section 41000 and
Title 14 CCR, Section 1B784;

» Proof of compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA};

» Written comments from the Local Task Force (LTF)} as
required by Title 14 CCR, Section 18765.

The Bcard has 30 days to determine if all documents have been
submi-ted with the SRRE as required. If any of the documeils are.
m1551ng, then the Board must notify the County regarding the
missing: documentation.



Local Assistance and Planning Committee ' Agenda Item #l P
February 9, 1954 Page 2 .

I1f the Board disapproves the County’s SRRE, the Board must issue
a Notice of Deficiency (NOD) to the County as required by PRC
41810. The Board is required to notify the County within 30 days
of that decision. In this case, the NOD must identify specific
deficiencies in the element and make spec1f1c recommendations
about how to correct those deficiencies. Within 120.-days ;of:
‘receipt of an NOD, the County must correct the identified
* deficiencies, and readopt and resubmit the element. to the Board,
pursuant to PRC Section 41811.

If the SRRE submitted to the Board for final review by a County
includes a 1990 base year claim for the diversion of any exciluded
waste type as specified in PRC Section 41781.2 (i.e., inerts,
scrap metal, white goods, or agricultural waste), the Board must
notify the County pursuant to PRC Section 41801. 5 within 60 days
from the start of the 120-day timeframe if the Board intends to
exclude these waste types from the County’s claim. The Board may
adjust the County’s base year diversion claim if there is
insufficient documentatlon to substantiate the clalm

At its November 17, 1993 the Board adopted the CIWMP Enforcement
Policy that contains the criteria for determining element or plan
adequacy. A SRRE must contain the nine components: A Solid Waste
Generation Study; and Source Reduction, Recycling, Composting,
Special Waste, Disposal Capacity, Funding, Public Information and
Education, and Integration Components.

With the exception of the Disposal Capacity, Funding, and
Integration Components, the components must include an evaluation
and selection of program alternatives. The Disposal Capacity
Component must adequately address the disposal capacity of the
jurisdiction; the Funding Component must identify adequate
funding sources for implementing ‘selected programs; and the

. Integration Component must describe howthe programs achieve the
25% and 50% mandate and include & master implementation schedule.

ANALYSIS:

Placer County is required to submit its SRRE and NDFE to the
Board on or before August 31, 1994. Placer County submitted its
final SRRE for the unincorporated portion of the County on
November 1, 1993. It is the second county in the state to submit
a SRRE for Board review under the provisions of AB 440. The SRRE
describes the County’s plan to achieve the solid waste disposal
reduction mandates of 25% by 1995 and 50% by the year 2000.

Placer County projects it will reduce disposal by 26.6% by 1995
and by 60.4% by 2000.

The 120-day revie@ period allowed for Board review and action on
Placer County’s SRRE expires February 28, 1994. - .

- " . o o - z
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Board staff determined that all of the required supporting
documentation was prov1ded with the SRRE when submltted by Placer
County.

Placer County is claiming diversion for excluded waste types,
" acrap metals and white .goods, and its base year diversion has..
been adjusted from 8. 9% to 6.1%. Commensurately, the dlver51on
projections for 1995 and 2000 havé been adjusted to 26.1% and.
60.2%, respectively.

Staff reviewed the Placer County SRRE using the criteria in the
CIWMP Enforcement Policy for determining element adequacy; staff
comments on the preliminary draft; and the applicable statutes
and regulations. .

Staff determined that the SRRE satisfies the criteria contained
in the CIWMP Enforcement Policy. The Final SRRE also adequately
addresses Board staff’'s comments on the 1992 preliminary draft
Placer County SRRE, The Placer County SRRE alsc meets the
requirements of applicable statutes and regulations.

Placer County has implemented many diversion programs. The
County is demonstrating a strong commitment to comply with AB 939
through the planning and implementation of these programs,
activities, and facilities as described in the SRRE.

Placer County plans to achieve the 25% and 50% reduction in
disposal by the following programs:

> Source reduction 1995 ‘5% 2000 7%
Waste audits, business workshops,
public awareness,.procurement p011c1es,
: backyard composting; '
e Recycling - _ 1995 21.7% 2000 31%
Curbside, bar and restaurant,

office paper, OCC collection,
and a MRF; .

> Composting 1995 0% 2000 10%
Composting of yard and .
wood waste, and mulching

of other organic materials;

8 .Transformation _ 1995 0% 2000 _10%
Totals : 26.1% - 60.2%
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STAFF COMMENTS:

.Existing statute requires the Board to determine whether an
element or plan complies with the pertinent provisions of -the
~PRC, CCR, and Board policies; and to- approve or dlsapprove the
-documents ‘based on.that :determination. - If a document. contains.

",all of ‘the minimum requirements, and staff make a determination

that the document is adequate, approval is recommended. ~ Based on
the information submitted, Board staff offers the following
Findings and Recommendation.

Findings:

1. The Final SRRE for Unincorporated Placer County met the
requirements for a complete submission by providing all
supporting documentation for the SRRE.

.2. The Final SRRE has complied with the California
Environmental Quality Act. N

3. The Final SRRE for Unincorporated Placer County meets aill
statutory and regulatory requirements.

4. The Final SRRE for Unincorporated Placer County meets the
requirements for SRRE component content as established in
the Board’'s CIWMP Enforcement Policy.

5. The Final SRRE for Unincorporated Placer County adequately
addressed staff’s comments on the County’s preliminary draft
SRRE.

6... The Final SRRE for Unincorporated Placer County projected

diversion is 26.1% for 1995 and 60.2% for-2000 (adjusted
diversion percqntages due to éxcluded waste types).

Recommendation:

Staff recommends approval of the SRRE for the unincorporated area
of Placer County. :
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ATTACHMENTS :
1. Staff analysis of the Solid Waste Generation Study for
‘ "~ Unincorporated Placer County
2. - Resolution of Approval for the .SRRE . for Unlncorporated
B Lo Placer County .
Prepared by{ Catherine Donahue -Cig __ Phoné: 255-2315
Reviewed by: John Nuffer >d€xj'_ﬂépP Phone: 255-2368
Reviewed by: Lorraine Van Kekeri - Phone: 255-2670

Reviewed by: Judith .Friedman Phone: 255-2302

(L _— Phone: 255-2206
Legal Review: j§2§ Date/time:‘4729Z§§/?135?Ef1

Reviewed by: Dorothy Rice




ATTACHMENT 1

REVIEW COMMENTS FOR THE UNINCORPQORATED PLACER
COUNTY SOLID WASTE GENERATION STUDY (SWGS)

Board staff has reviewed the Solid Waste Generation Study (SWGS)

portion of the Unincorporated Placer County Scource Reductien and

Recycling Element (SRRE), dated October 1992. 'This review was

conducted to determine conformance of the. SWGS with Article 6.1,

Title 14, California Code of: .Regulations (14  CCR), and with. Part
2, Division 30 of the Public Resources Code (PRC)

staff has also rev1ewed the approprlate documentatlon to
determine whether the jurisdiction has complied with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (PRC Sections 21000
et seq), as; required by 14 CCR Section 18768. .

Board staff finds the following:

1) Base;year Waste Generaticn Measurement [14 CCR Sectionm 18722

(g) and (i); PRC Section 40901]°

These sections require each jurisdiction in California to
quantify the amount of solid waste generated in their '
jurisdiction during the base-year, and include these amounts in
their initial SWGS. The quantity of solid waste generated is
equal to the sum of the solid waste disposed of, plus the solid
waste diverted by the jurisdiction. PRC Sections 41031 and 41331
indicate that qguantification of base-year solid waste generation
will enable the Board to determine the disposal reduction a
jurisdiction must achieve to comply with the diversion mandates
in PRC Section 41780.

Staff has determined that Placer County has complied with the
requirements of these sections.

©2) - _Representative Sampling and “Seasonal Variation [14 CCR
| Section 18722° (h) and (1), and PRC Sections 41030 and 41330])

These sections require a jurlsdlctlon s waste genera:;on
information be representative of the solid waste generated within
and disposed of by the jurisdiction, and reflect seasonal
variation.

Staff has determined that Placer County has complied with the
requirements of these sections.

3) sSampling Methods [14 CCR Section 18722 (1)]

This section requires a jurisdiction to use one or more specified
sampling methods to characterize its waste generation. A
discussion of which of these methods the jurisdiction used to
characterize its waste is necessary for Board staff to determine



whether the data resulting from the sampling is representative of
the jurisdiction.

Staff has determined that Placer County has complied with the
requiréments of this section.

4) . Accuracy of Data  (PRC Sections 41031 and 41331)

“These sections: requlre 'SWGS data’ to be . as accurate -as.:possible,

to enable the Board to determine whether the jurisdiction has_'~'"

achieved the diversion mandates .of PRC Section 41780.

Staff has determined that Placer County has complied with the
requirements of these sections.

5) Comparable Data [PRC Sect1ons 41030 (b) and 41330 (b), 14,
CCR Sections 18722 (1) and 18724}

These sections allow a jurisdiction to use comparable data to

characterize the composition of their base-year waste generation.

If comparable data are used, then the jurisdiction must
demonstrate how the jurisdictions were comparable. This
demonstration must be based on similar waste- generation factors
such as demographics and economics, or solid waste -
characteristics.

Staff has determlned that Placer County has complled with the
requirements of these sections.

6) -Normally Digposed of [PRC Section 41781; 14 CCR Sectiomn
18720 (44)]

These sections required a jurisdiction to demonstrate in the SWGS
that each specific waste type claimed for diversion was normally
.disposed in a permitted disposal facility used by the
.jurisdiction: The‘disposal amount of -a waste. type claimed for

_ .diversion shall be at least .001% of the jurisdiction’s total

disposed waste stream. Solid waste does not include hazardous
waste.

Staff has determined that Placer County has complied with the
requlrements of these secticns.

7 Base-year Disposal, Diversion and Generation Claims [14 CCR
Section 18722 (i)] ‘

This section requires a jurisdiction to identify all significant
sources of solid waste generated by a jurisdiction, identify all
diversion activities and facilities, and identify all permitted
solid waste transformation and disposal facilities used by the
jurisdiction. A jurisdiction shall substantiate its base-year
diversion claim by identifying the diversion-activity/facility
responsible for the diversion. .

w



Staff has determlned that Placer County has complied with the

requirements of this section.

8) Base-year Diversion Claima for Specific Waste Types (PRC
Section 41781.2)

This section requires- a jurisdiction claiming base-year diversion

of agricultural wastes, inert solids, scrap metals or white goods
in its. base-year .solid waste generation amounts to submit .

"documentatlon to the Board-indicating that the three critéria

listed in part (c)} of the - same section have been met.. This
documentation is required to show (1) a specific local action
resulted in the diversion; (2) the historical disposal amounts
for each restricted waste type claimed as diverted are not less
than the claimed diversion amounts; and (3} the diversion
programs selected in the jurisdiction’s SRRE are, or will be,
implemented by the local jurisdiction. Documentation shall be.
specific to the specific waste type claimed for base-year:
diversion.:

Table II-19, of Placer’'s final SWGS shows 575.1 tons of scrap
metals and 102.2 tons of white goods as diverted from disposal.

Staff notified the County of Placer, pursuant to PRC Section
41801.5, that documentation was needed to substantiate the base-
year diversion claims for scrap metals and white goods. In order
to obtain base-year diversion credit for scrap metal and white
goods, the County of Placer must submit additional information to
substantiate these diversion claims before Board staff can
recommend to the Board that the County has met the requirements
of this section. However, the County of Placer will achieve the
diversion mandates of PRC Section 41780 without including
diversion of scrap metals and white goods.

If Staff uses the figures in Table II1-19, as the base-year
figures, Staff would recommend that the Board:adjust the 1990
base-year diversion rate to 8.3%. This would reduce the projected
1995 diversion rate from 26.6% to 26.2%:

9) California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance (PRC
Sections 21000 et seq, and 14 CCR Section 18768)

Board staff has determined that Placer County has met all
requirements of CEQA for the_SRRE.

Analysis by Tracy Woods (255-2662)
Date: December 29, 1993 ,




ATTACHMENT # 2

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
. RESOLUTION # 94-38

FOR CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE SOURCE REDUCTION AND
RECYCLING ELEMENT FOR THE UNINCORPORATED AREA OF PLACER COUNTY

: WHEREAS,_Publlc Resources Code’ (PRC) 'Sections. 40900. et -seq.-

. describe ‘the reguirements to be met by cities and counties when
developing -and- implementing integrated waste:management plans;-
and '

WHEREAS, PRC Section 41300 requires that each county shall
prepare and adopt a SRRE which includes all of the components
specified; and . .

WHEREAS, California Code of Regulations Title~14,_Section 18767
requires that jurisdictions ensure their SRRE has complied with
the California Environmental Quality Act and provides a Notice of
Determination from the State Clearinghouse as required; and

WHEREAS, PRC Section 41001 requires that. the County’s SRRE
include a program for the management of solid waste generated
within the County, consistent with the waste management hierarchy
provided in PRC Section 40051; and

WHEREAS, the County’s SRRE shall place emphasis on implementation
of all feasible source reduction, recycling, and composting
programs while identifying the amount of landfill and
transformation capacity that will be needed for solid waste which
cannot be reduced at the source, recycled, or composted; and

WHEREAS, PRC Section 41780 and its implementing regulations
require that the SRRE show how the County will achieve the
) dlver51on goals of 25% by 1995, and 505 by 2000 and

‘WHEREAS based on rev1ew of the COunty s SRRE Board staff found
that all of the foregoing requirements have been satisfied and
the SRRE substantially complies with PRC Section 41000, et seq.
and recommends approval; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the
Source Reduction and Recycling Elements for the unincorporated
area of Placer County.



CERTIFICATION .

The undersigned Executive Direccor of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board held on Febriuary 23-24, 1994.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

/0



CALI_F.ORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Local Assistance and Planning Committee
February 9, 1954

AGENDA ITEM # -

ITEM: = Consideration of Petition for Reduction in the
. Diversion Requirements for the City of Farmersville.

'BACKGROUND:

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41780 requires that eachAcity

and county divert 25 percent of its waste from landfills by 1995
and S0 percent by the year 2000. Source Reduction and Recycling
.Elements (SRRE) are prepared by the cities and counties.as a
planning guide for meeting the diversion mandates (PRC Section
41000 and 41300). The SRREs describe the programs which the
jurisdictions will use to achieve 25 percent and 50 percent
diversion. PRC Section 41782 allows the California Integrated
Waste Management Board (Board) to grant reductions in planning
and diversion requirements. Section 18775 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), identifies the
qualifications that a jurisdiction must meet to petition the
Board for a reduction in the requirements.

An incorporated city must have specific characteristics in order
to petition for a reduction. The required characteristics are:

1. a geographic area of less than 3 square miles;
or :
a population density of less than 1500 people per
square mile; and

2. a waste generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards
. - per-day or 60 tons per day.

-Reques ied Reductions

The City of Farmersville is requesting a reduction of the 1995
-diversion requirements to 12 percent.

ANALYSIS:

City Characterisgtica

The City of Farmersville is located in Tulare County, in the
southeast portion of the San Joaquin Valley. This area is
predominantly flat, but is bounded on the east by the foothills
of the Sierra Nevada mountains. The City is adjacent to the
rural, unincorporated area of Tulare County and the City of
Exeter. Farmersville is primarily a residential community with
no major commercial facilities. The major employer in the City
is the local school district. A small tortilla factory and a

I



Local Assistance and Planning Committee o Agenda Item # =
February 9, 1994 Page 2 .

- [l

cabinet/door contractor-supplier ‘are the other main employers
within the City. The City of Farmersville has a median household .
income of $17,029 and a population of 6,750.

The City of Farmersville meets the criteria to petition the Board
for reduced diversion and/or planning requirements. The City of
"Farmersville has an afea of 1.7 square mlles, and a waste.
.generation rate of 18.4 tons per day.

Solid Wagte Collection and Disposal

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities in the
city. Most of the solid waste generated in the City is disposed
of at the Woodville Disposal Site, 12 miles south of the City.

Western Waste Industries has an exclusive franchise contract with
the City of Farmersville, through March 2, 1997, for the
collection of solid waste generated in the City. Subscription to
Western Waste Industries service is mandatory and all residential
and commercial -customers are billed for the service by the City.

Current Divergion Programs

Currently 170 tons per year, or 2.5 percent of the City’s waste, .
is diverted from disposal through source reduction and recycling.

Most of the current diversion is the result of the citizens of

Farmersville using other jurisdictions’ programs.

The following table summarizes the diversion activities and
quantities diverted in 1990.

Diversion by Material Type
Tons per Year

Material : Total | Diversion | Residential Non
Residential

oCcc/Kraft 31 0.46% 0 31

PET 4 0.06% : 4 0

CRV Glass 30 0.45% 30 0

Other Glass 10 0.15% 10 : 0
Aluminum Cans 47 0.70% 47 0 [
Other Aluminum 8 0.12% 0 8 "
Steel Cans 30 0.45% 0 30 "
Rubber/Tires 10 0.15%- 0 10 I
Totals 170 2.5% ' 91 79
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Existing Diversion Programsa

q California Certified Redemption Centers.

> City sponéored tire removal every othe;'yeaf;

> ~.Landfill salvage bfograﬁf(récdféféd'frbmfself—haul loads). -
> Redﬁéed tipping fee for cleahvloads of yard waste. )

The initial Solid Waste Generation Study -identified 171 tons of
waste material as diverted by these and other programs in 1990;
this represents 2.5 percent of the waste generated in the City.
This includes 1 ton per .year of inert solids, which have been
excluded from the base year waste diversion levels as specified
in PRC 41781.2. The exclusion of this 1 ton does not
significantly affect the base year diversion rate of 2.5 percent
for the City.

Proposed Diversion

The City plans on maintaining existing diversion programs. In
addition, the City plans on implementing new programs to increase
diversion levels to 12 percent. The following programs will be
targeted by the City:

> Pursue the development of a source separated yard waste
collection and processing program. The yard waste
collection program was identified in and selected from the
original preliminary draft SRRE. The City of Farmersville
- found this program to be the most effective in diverting
large amounts of waste while keeplng the fiscal realities
fac1ng the Clty 1n mind: :

- Promote publlc educatlon programs assoc1ated w1th the yard
waste program.

- Develop a newspaper collectlon and drop off program with the
local schools.

> Promote the use of the CA Certified Redemption Center that
serves the City through mailers distributed with utility
bills.

> Utilize the materials from the media kits provided by the

CiIWMB, to the extent practical.

> As new markets for materials become available through the
Recycling Market Development Zone, the City will investigate
the feasibility of diverting materials to such facilities. -,

13
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> The City is also continuing to..monitor purchasing decisions
to encourage the purchase of materials and products that are
recycled, that have minimal packaging, are supplied in bulk,
and are reusable, recyclable and divertable.

Proposed Planning and Divergion Reductions

'Reduction ‘inh the diversion requirements:® o
The City of Farmersville requests that ‘the diversion
level required for the short-term planning period
(1991-1995) be reduced from 25“percent to 12 percent.

The City is requesting these reductlons for the following
reasons:

a) The cost of 1mplement1ng additional diversion programs _
will be a significant hardship for the City due to the lack
of funding associated with the small size and waste
generation of the City (see table summarizing the current
Solid Waste budget for the City). '

b} The City does not have the staff to pursue extensive
diversion programs. The City Manager is solely responsible
for the City’'s solid waste activities. , .

¢} The City of Farmersville is primarily a residential
community, and has a lack of commercial and industrial
enterprises that could provide waste streams that are easily
and economically targeted for diversion programs.

unding

The Sclid Waste Budget for the Clty of Farmersv1lle is funded
through monthly billings for service on residential and
“commercial solid waste collection.accounts, as well as a 5
percent franchise fee. This raises $280,550 annually, which 1s‘
used each year to fund the solid waste budget (see table below).

A reserve of $16,000 and a fund balance of 3,950 for Fiscal Year
1993/94 exists for the City of Farmersville. These reserve funds °
are designated for future City expenses and AB %39 Program
implementation. However, proposed.increases in landfill tipping
fees may deplete this reserve rather than allow it to be used for
program implementation.

The proposed yard waste diversion program is anticipated to cost
between $4.00 and $5.00 per household per month. The City - '
estimates that diversion programs to meet the full 25 percent
diversion goal would add an additional $115,000 to annual
operating costs.
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City of Farmersville - Solid Waste Budget
Fiscal Year 1993-54

2|

Revenue 7 T ] $280,550 ]
Refuse User Fees. "~ ~ - . . .. . L. - 280,200,
Investmeht Earnings . | - L . o 1 350
Expenses ' o $276,600
Salary and Benefits 17,000
Department Expense 3,000
Office Supplies . : 400
Training and Meetings © 200
Contract Services: Western Waste Industries 252, 000
insurance 2,500
Computer Expenses ' 1,500
|| Reserves (approximate) _ : ' $16,000

Staff Analysis

‘City Staff

Responsibility for administering the solid waste activities .and
waste management programs within the City of Farmersville is
placed solely upon the City Manager. The tasks of bookkeeping
for billing and collection, delivery and pickup of waste cans for
new and departing residents, and administration and supervision

.of franchise contract services are provided by the appropriate

city staff. Dutles of the C1ty Manager are -summarized below

City of Férmersv111e-C1ty Manager '

> Responsible for administration of all City departments.
> Acts as a liaison between City Council and department heads.
> Responsible for carrying out City Council directives for all
programs, projects, and activities.
> Serves as personnel, purchasing and recreation director.
> Serves as the Executive Director for the City’'s

Redevelopment Agency.

> Responsible for the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
- Compliance act1v1t1es

1S
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The City of Farmersville believes, based on their low population
and volume of solid waste, limited funding and staff, and lack of
local markets for recyclables that they will be able to reach an
. alternative dlverslon goal of 12 percent for the short term
period. _ \

‘Board staff belleve that the request for a. reductlon of the-
‘short-term goal to 12 percent is a reasonable ‘request coﬁ51der1ng
the demographic and economic characteristics of the City of
Farmersville.

Conclusion

The City of Farmersville qualifies, under the conditions of PRC

Sectidn 41782 and 14 CCR Section 18775, to petition for a

reduction in the diversion requirements. 14 CCR Section 18775

requires the petltlonlng jurlsd1ctlon to provide the following
information in its petition:

1. A general description of existing disposal and |
diversion systems, including documentation of the types
and quantities of waste disposed and diverted;

2. Identification of the specific reductions being
requested (i.e., planning and/or diversion
reguirements) ;

3. Documentation of why attainment -of diversion and

planning requirements is not feasible; and

4. The planning and diversion requirements that are
achievable, and why.

" ‘Board staff have rev1ewed the petltlon from Farmersville and
“found that it complles with theSe requirements. Based on the
information provided in the petition, Board staff believe that
the diversion reduction requested by Farmersville is justified.

Board staff have worked with the consultant for the City of
Farmersville in the preparation of the petition. The current and
proposed programs outlined in the City’'s preliminary draft SRRE
and petition demonstrate the City’'s commitment to meeting the
intent of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 198%. The City
of Farmersville has asked for the reduction based on limited
staffing and a lack of ‘funds for implementing diversion programs.
The City has sufficiently demonstrated both of these conditions.

e
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February 9, 1994 ) : Page 7

STAFF COMMENTS:
Board staff recommend that the Committee consider the City of
Farmersville’'s petition for reduction in the diversion .
requirements to 12 percent.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Copy of 14 CCR Section 18775

2. City of Farmersville reduction petition
2. Board Resclution # 94-

Preparéd by:_Trevor M. Anég;ggggéﬁéiﬂr Phone (316) 255-2309

Reviewed by: Toni Galloway & Phone (916) 255-2653

Reviewed by:_ Judith J. Priedman % Eé&u(&&?hone (916) 255-2555
-
p f ,
i) VK [ ({_~Phone (916) 255-2206

Reviewed by: Dorothy Rice

- Legal Review: 525 Date/Time
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD - : .
RESOLUTION § 94- 3(, | ®

FOR THE REDUCTION OF DIVERSION
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CITY OF FARMERSVILLE

Title 14, Division 7., Chapter 9, Section 18775

WHEREAS,, Publlc Resources Code Section 41782 allows

. reductions in the diversion and planning requirements .

~'specified in Public Resources - Code Sectitn 41780, if a”
city or courity can demonstrate that achievement of tHe
mandated requirements is not feasible due to
geographical size or low population density, and small-
waste generation rates; and

WHEREAS, Title 14 of the California Code of :
Regulations, Section 18775 allows for qualifying
jurisdictions to petition the Board for reductions in
planning and diversion goals mandated by Public
Resources Code Section 41780; and .

WHEREAS, the Board has received a petition for
reductions in the diversion requirements from the Clty
of Farmersville; and )

geographic size, population density, and small waste
generation rates to petition the Board for specified
reductions; and

WHEREAS, the City of Farmersville qualifies based on - .

WHEREAS, the Board has found that the request for
reduction in diversion requirements to allow the City
of Farmersville to achieve a 12 percent level of waste
diversion by January 1, 1995 is reasonable; and

WHEREAS, _the "City has complied with Public. Resources
. Code Section 41782, and Title ‘14 of the California Code
of Regulatioris, Sectidn 18775; and !

WHEREAS, the Integrated Waste Management Local
Assistance and Planning Committee approved the staff
recommendation to allow the City of Farmersville to
reduce the short term diversion goals from 25 percent
to 12 percent;

NOW, .THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby
grants the reduction in diversion requirements for the
City of Farmersville to 12 percent for January 1, 1995.



. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the City SRRE has not
been locally adopted and submitted to the Board by the

- deadline set in statute;-or, if the City SRRE is not
approved by the Board pursuant to the provisions of
Chapter 7, Part 2, of Division 30 of the Public
Resources Code (commencing with Section 41800}, then
the diversion reductions granted above shall be deemed
revoked.

CERTIFICATION

The under51gned Executive Dlrector of the Calrfornla Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certlfy that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted by the California Integrated Waste Management Board on
February' 23, 1994.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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Section 18775. Reduction in Diversion and Planning Requirements.

{(a) A city or county may petition the Board, at 2 public hearing, to reduce the diversion requirements specified in

Public Resources Code section 41780, and planning requirements. To petition for a reduction, the city or county shall

present verification to the Board which indicates that achievement of the requirements is not feasible due to small

geographic size or low population density of the city or county and the small quantity of waste it generates. To qualify . .
to petition for a reduction in the diversion and planning requirements, a city or county must meet the following : )

(1). For an incorporated city, a geographic area of less than 3 square miles or a population density of less than
1500 people per square mile and a waste generation rate of Iess than 100 cubic yards per day or 60 ions per
day

(2) For the unincorporated area of a county, a geographic arca of less than 1500 square miles or a population
density of less than 10 peoplc pcr square mxle and a waste gcncranon rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day
or 60 tons perday Lt . . . : .o s

b) Bascd on mformauon presented at the heanng, the Board may establish reduced dwcrsmn requlrcmcms and - -
alternative, but less comprehensive, planning requiremenis. A petitioner may identify those specific planning  °

requirements from which it wants to be relieved and provide justification for the reduction, Examples of reduced

planning requirements could include, but would not be limited to, reduced requirements for solid waste generation

studies, and reduced requirements and consolidation of specific component requirements. These reduced planning:
requirements, if granted, must ensure compliance with Public Resources Code section 41782,

(c) Cities and counties requesting a reduction in the diversion and planning requirements must include the following
information in the reduction petition:

(1) A general description of the existing disposal and diversion systems, including documentation of the types
and quantities of waste disposed and diverted. Documcmanon sources may include, but are not limited to, the
following:

(A) Solid Waste éeneration or Characterization’ Studies;

{B) Diversion data from public and bn'vau: recycling operations;

(C) Current year waste loading information from permitted solid waste facilities used by the _ o

jurisdiction; - £ .
(2) Identification of the specific reductions being requested (i.e. diversion or planning requirements or both);

{3) Documentation of why attainment of mandated diversion and planning requirements is not feasible.
Examples of documentation could include, but are not limited to:

(A) Evidence from the documentation sources specified in paragraph (c)(1) of this section;

(B) Verification of existing solid waste budget revenues and expenses' from the duly authorized
dcsngnatcd reprcscntauvc of the cny or county,

(4) The planmng or diversion rcquxremcnu; that the c1ty or county feels are achlevablc and why.

(d)’ ‘Cities and counties which peunon the Board and recéive a reduction in the diversion and planning requirements
pursuant to this section, shall fully address the following issues in an annual report submitted to the Board within 90
days of the anniversary date the reduction was originally granted, and cach year thereafter until the Board-mandated
diversion levels are met:

1) the city or county’s current activities to estabhsh and maintain source reduction and recycling
programs,; ‘

(2) changes in dcmographics in the city or county;

(3) changes in types and amounts of waste generated in the city or county;

4) cﬁangcs in funding sources for implementing the Elements or Plan;

(3) changes in markets for the city or county’s recyclables.

(e) The Board may, upon review of the annual report, find that a revision or revocation of the reduction is necessary.
The Board shall present any such findings a1 a public hearing.

(f) If a regional agency. is named in a regional agreement as the responsible entity for the achievement of the diversion [.
requirements specified in PRC section 41780, neither the regional agency nor any member of the regional agency will be
eligible for a reduction in the diversion requirements of PRC section 41780. -

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 40502, Publlc Resources Code Reference: Sccuou 41782 41‘783 through QD -
41786 and 41802, 40973 Public Resources Code. , C
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. 1.0 SUMMARY

The City of Farmersville is committed to cooperating with the State to achieve the intentions of AB

939. However, because of the fiscal impacts of other State-mandated programs, the small
-population base of the City, limited City staff and financial resources, and limited commercial and
industrial businesses with corresponding significant:-waste volumes, the City of Farmersville will
not be able to fea51b1\ achteve a 25% diversion.rate by 1995, . As an:alternative, the Cxt) Proposes
10 tmpiement Largeled programs that it behcvcs to be l'eaS|b1e and ef fectn'e in producmg a 12%_‘. -
" diversion rate by 1995. '

The City of Farmersville hereby petitions the Califomnia Integrated Waste Mahagement Board and .
requests that the Board consider the conditions facing the City and approve its petmon for an

alternative diversion program.

2.0 ELIGIBILITY TO PETITION THE BOARD

The City of Farmersville meets the criteria established by the CIWMB regulations for filing this |
petition:

| Geographic Area' 1.7 square miles
Waste Generation Rate (1990)2 18.4 tons/day (31 cubic yards)

Sources: ! Steven Thompson, City Manager, City of Farmersville.
2 Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992.

3.0 TYPE'OF PETITION
©3.1" Short-Term Pfan'ning Period L

The City of Farmersville requests that the diversion leve! for the short term planning penod’
(1991 - 1995) be reduced from 25% to 12% because it cannot feasibly meet the diversion
requirements in an efficient and cost effective-manner. The existing diversion rate in the City is
only 2.5%. The cost to implement the programs necessary to achieve an additional 22.5%
diversion by 1995 would impose a severe.economic burden on the residents and businesses of the
Citv. -

Civ of Farmersville - CIWMR Petition ] ’ e i ' . Page !



3.2 Medium-Term Planning Period ' = . - .

. The City also does not believe that is can feasibly meet the medium-term (1996-2000) diversion
requirement of 50% in an efficient and cost effective manner and intends to petition the CIWMB

prior to the vear 2000 for a reduction in its medium-term diversion requirements.

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 Geographic Setting and Physical‘ Characteristics

The City of Farmersville is located in Tulare County, in the southeast portion of the San Joaquin
Valley. This area is predominantly fiat, but is bounded on the east by the foothills of the Sierra
Nevada mountain chain. The City of Farmersville is 1.7 square miles in area and i$ surrounded by

the rural, unincorporated area of Tulare County, and the City of Exeter to the east.

4.2 Population and Housing

The 1993 population of the City of Farmersville is estimated at 6,750 persons (California
Department of Finance Report 93 E-1, Population Estimates for California Cities and Counties,
Official Siate Estimates, May 1993). The housing units in the City of Farmersville include 1,424
single-family units, 195 muiti-family units, 86 mobile homes, and 27 other residential units (State
ansué Data Center, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Suminary Tape File 1, Complete
Tables).

4.3 Economy

Ti.u.e"City"of Farmersville is pn'man';ly a residential corﬁmunity with no major commercial facilities.
Commercial strips along the two main thoroughfares in the City provide some services to local
residents. The major employer in the Clty is the local school district. Other employers include a
small tortilla factory and a cabinet/door contractor-supplier. There are 87 "commercial" waste
collection accounts in the City. A significant number of agncultural workers reside in the City.
The median income is very low due to the number of unskilled or semi-skilled workers residing in
the City. The median household income in 1989 was $17,029 (U.S. Census of 1990,

City of Farmersville - CIWME Peiition . Page 2
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4.4 Solid Waste Generation and Management

Solid Waste Generation

An Initial Solid Waste Generation Study was completed for the City pursuant to Article 6.1 of the
Planning Guidelines issued by the CIWMB.- The results of the study are summarized in Table 1.

" Table 1
SOLID WASTE GENERATION!
{Tons/Year - 1990)

[ Source Disposed Diverted Incinerated - Generated
Residential 2.820 9] 0 2911
Commercial 1,440 792 1512 1.670
Industrial - 480 0 0. 480
Self-Haul 1,670 0 0 . 1670
Total 6,410 170 151 6,731

T Solid Waste Generation datz has been modified to exclude inert solids diverted through an asphalt
recycling program pursuant to AB 2494,
2Represents all non-residential diversion or incineration including industnial and self-haul.

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992.

The Initial Solid Waste Generation Slud) prepared for the City was part of a joint-regional study

-conducted for all 3unsd1ct10ns in Tulare County. The Waste disposal characterization study was-

' performed using a quantitative field methodology. ‘Waste disposal quantities were obtained
through County disposal records and quantity records from Western Waste Industries, the City's
contract waste hauler. Residential and commercial loads for the region were sampled and sorted (o
determine the composition of wastes disposed of. Industrial/roll-off loads and self-haul loads for
the region were visually surveyed to determine the composition of wastes disposed of. Waste
diversion quantities were determined using jurisdiction-specific data from various diversion

programs and recycling facilities. -

: Disgg.sa] Sites

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities or sites in the City of Farmersville. The
Woodville Disposal Site, located approximately 12 miles south of the City in the uninéorpofalcd

. Ciiv ¢f Farmersville - CIWAMB Petition - ’ i Page 3
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area of Tulare County, serves as the primary disposal site for waste generated within the City. The

“landfill is owned and operated by Tulare County:.

Collection Services

Western Waste Industries has an exclusive f ranchise contract through March 2, 1997 with the City

of Farmersvxlle for the coliecuon of solid waste dasPosed of in the City. Subscnptlon to Westem -

.- Waste Industries.serviceis mandatory and all resideritial and commermal can customers are b:lled

for the service by the City. Westém Waste Iridustries bills and collects for all other commercial

waste collection accounts. Collection services provided by Western Waste Industries are
automated and ali residential and some commercial customers are provided with 90-gallon

automatic containers. Other commercial customers use one-, two-, three-, and six-yard bins.

Current Diversion Activities

The Initial Solid Waste Generation Study identified waste diversion quantities by collecting
jurisdiction-specific diversion data from variotis diversion programs and recycling facilities.
Diversion programs identifted include the following:

+ California Certified Redemption Centers buy-back programs which collect PET California

redemption value (CRV) containers, glass CRV and other glass food and beverage
containers, and aluminum cans.

+ City sponsored tire removal program every other year; tires are removed from Cify nght-of-
way and are recycled.

+ A Landfill salvage program at the Woodville Disposal Site which recovers other aluminum
metals, other ferrous metals, and white goods [ rom self-haul loads for recycling.

"o A reduced upplng feeis charged at the Woodwlle Dlsposal Site for dlsposa] of clean loads of
* yard and ‘wood waste.” These materials are processed and used as fuel for biomass or
cogeneration plants

* Inert solids are diverted through an asphalt salvage program prior to reachmg a disposal site.

The Initial Solid Waste Generation Study identified 171 tons of waste materials that were diverted
by these programs in 1990; this represents 2.5% of the waste generated in the City. Table 2
presents a summary of the diversion activity by material type. Another 140 tons of yard waste and

11 tons of tires were diverted to transformation facilities in 1990.

Ciry of Farmersville . CIWMB Petition . ' . ) ' FPage 4
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Table 2

DIVERSION BY MATERIAL TYPE
(Tons/Year - 1990)

Material _ Residential . Non-Residential
OCC/Kralt =~ 0 - 31
PET - o . ’ .4 0‘. .

. CRV Glass _ - 30 0 _
Other Glass 10 0 I
Aluminum Cans 47 0
Other Aluminum 0 8
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 0 30
Rubber/Tires 0 10 -

Inert Solids 0 1.
Total . 91 80

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992.

) Assembly bill 2494 (Sher), Statutes of 1992, changed the method by which compliance with the
diversion requirements is determined from a gener_afion based method to a disposal based method.
Assembly bill 2494 aiso specifies that for the purposes of determining the base amount of solid

- waste from which the diversion requirements are calculated, "solid waste” does not include the

. diversion of agricultural wastes, inert solids, whilg goaods, and scrap metals unless all three of the

| following criteria are met'

' ."(1) The cnty, county or- reglonal agency demonstrates that the material was

* - diverted from a permitied disposal facility through an action by the city, county, or
regional -agency which specifically resulted in the diversion.

(2) The city, county, or regiona]'agency demonstrates that, prior to January 1,
1990, the solid waste which 1s claimed to have been diverted was disposed of at a
permitted disposal facility in the quantity being claimed as diversion.

(3) The city, county, or regional agency is implementing, and will continue to

implement, source reduction, recycling, and composting programs, as described in
its source reduction and recycling element”.

Based on the provisions of AB 2494, the diversion quantities of other 2luminum and other ferrous

metals and w hucs goods recovered in the landfiff saivage program are still included in the baseline

waste gcnerauon data. However, the diversion quantity of i inert solids diverted through the a.sphall
salvage pror’mm have been climinated from the waste gencrdllon data because the three critena

Cits of Farmersville - CIWAMB Pelition ' ' ‘ ) Page 5
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listed above are not met. Based on the elimination of this diversion activity from the baseline waste

generation data, the existing diversion tonnage is reduced from 171 tons to 170 tons; the 2.5%

baseline diversion fevel remains unchanged.

Tyvpes of Waste Disposed and Diverted

‘A profile of the waste disposal andwaste diversion stigaims, modified to exclide the inert solids as.
described above, is included as Appendix 1 to this petition. . Summaries of- the types of waste ~

disposed of and diverted in the City of Farmersville are provided in Figures 1 and 2.

Figure 1
'"WASTE DISPOSAL COMPOSITION SUMMARY

Special 2.3%
% .

Paper 28.5%

)

Ll

o

Organics 25.9%

Yard Waste 183%

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992,

‘Citv of Farmersville - CIWMQ Petition
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_ Figure 2
* . WASTE DIVERSION COMPOSITION SUMMARY

Organics 5.9%

Yard Waste 0%
Other Waste 0%

Special Waste 0%

_ Metals 50.0%

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992,

5.0 REASONS WHY A 25% DIVERSION LEVEL CANNOT BE ACHIEVED
5.1 Programs Selected in the SRRE

A summary of the new diversion and education and public information programs initially selected
In the City's SRRE for 1mp1cmentauon in the short-term planning period is prov:ded below. Table

-3 summanzes the esumated program costs and matenal diversion rates to be realized if each of

these new programs were lmplemented

Source Reduction Programs

1. Public Educalion and Technical Assistz_mce programs including:

a. Provide technical assistance to businesses and consumers / homeowners lhrough
~ workshops and seminars on source reduction techniques and activities.

b. Provide public education efforis through the media, the school system, and City offices
programs to increasc awarencss of source reduction and wasle management issues.

c. Provide public recognition and awards to individuals and businesscs that implement
-source reduction activitics.

ety of Farmersville - CIWAB Pelition ) Page 7.
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d. Promote backyard composting and xeriscaping.

e. Promote the use of cloth diapers in lieu of disposables.

Rate Modification brograms including:

2

a. The City will consider the practicality of modifications to the current residential
collection fate structure 1o a quantity-based user fee for both commercial and residential _
__collection; the City will ¢ontinue’its quantity-based user.fee for commercial -waste”.
collection. . - - : . L

b. Disposal fee modification to encourage the delivery of segregated loads 1o the landfill of
certain divertable materials. (Note: The County of Tulare will develop this program.
Should the County choose not to implement this alternative, the City does not have the
authority to modify disposal fees, and therefore this alternative would not be
implemented.)

3. Regulatory programs to encourage source reduction on the part of local government, private
businesses, and City residents including:

a. A City offices procurement program and policy to encourage source reduction through
purchasing decisions. Purchase preferences will be extended to materials and products -
that have minimal packaging, are supplied in bulk, and are reusable, recyclable, and
durable. : ' : .

o3

Recvcling Programs

4. Develop a residential curbside recycling program to collect and recycle aluminum and tin cans,
PET, HDPE, newspaper, CA redemption and other recyclable glass. Residents dwelling in
multi-family units will be encouraged to use existing buy-back and drop-off centers to recycle
aluminum and tin cans, PET, HDPE, newspaper, CA redemption and other recyclable glass.

. '$... Develop a commercial / industrial recyclinig program to collect and recycle ferrous metals,

" newspaper,-and corrugated-cardboard. o

6. The County currently salvages materials at the Woodville Disposal Site.- This program would
expand the salvaging program and would recover corrugated cardboard, all metals, and inert

solids from roll-off boxes and self-haui loads. This program will be developed and operated
by the County, with assistance from the City.: _ .

Composting Programs

7.. Establish a residential yard waste collection program.
8. Establish/expand a yard and wood waste drop-off program at the County landfills.

9. Develop a windrow composting systcm.

City of Farnersville . CTWMB Petition el . - 'Page8 30
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Special Waste Programs

No special waste programs were identified for consideration or selected.

Education and Public Infi ormation Pro,c;'rams

10. OQutreach efforts including:

* Coordination with Community Groups and Gpvernment Agcnmes S
. " » Coordination with-Non-Profi it Organizations - . .
» Participation in Local Events -

11. Technical Assistance efforts including:

* Junk Mail Reduction Program
» Brochures

* How-to Information

"¢ Technical Assistance

* Recycling Videos

12. Public Awareness efforts including:
* Environmental Shopping Campaign
» Contests and Displays
* Promotional Materials

13. Education efforts including:

+ Environmental Education Curriculum
 Special Assemblies, Field Trips

" Summary of Programs Selected and Cost

The estimated program costs and material diversion to be realized through implementation of the
. programs initially selecled in the Cny s SRR.E. for lhe shorl term pIanmng period are presented in
Table 3: ‘ ’ . ' o

$.2 Barriers to Successful Program Implementation

The factors present in the City of Farmersville which present significant barriers to successful
implementation of programs that would allow the City to achieve the 25% diversion goal include
limited availability of City staff and lack of funding associated with the small size of the City and
corresponding wasle generation. Additionally, the lack of commercial and industrial enterprises of
significant size that would provide waste streams that are easily and economically targeted for
implementation of diversion programs contribute to the City's inability to achieve the 25%

diversion- goal. The conditions associated wnh limited staff avanlablhty and funding sources are'

fu"lhcr described below.

" ity of Farmersville . CIWAIB Petition ' Page 9
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Limited Availabilitv of Cityv Staff

The City has limited staff available to coordinate and monitor the implementation and operation of
nev;"activities such as waste diversion and recycling programs. The City's SRRE included plans
for hiring a Program Coordinator for recycling, composting, and public education programs to be
shared with the Cities of Woodlake, Exeter and Lindsay; however, this plan had to be abandoned

. due to lack of adequate financial resources, Thus; program 1mp]cmentat10n must now be: .. -
: coordmated by the remaining staf i resources who have other resp0n51b111t1es concermnn the Clty s

operations.

The City Manager is responsible for solid waste programs as well as AB 939 compliance. This
“individual is also responsible for administration of all City departments, acts as liaison between the
City Council and department heads, respansible for carry{ng out City Council directives for all
programs, projects and activities, serves as personnel, purchasing and recreation director, and
serves as the Executive Director for the City's Redevelopment Agency. The City does not have an
-assistant City Manager. The salary and benef its fi gure presented in the Solid Waste Budget (Table
4), includes bookkeeping for billing and collection, public works employees for delivery/pickup of
waste cans to new/departing residents, and the City Clerk for contract documents and

correspondence related to solid waste issues.

Coordination and implementation of the education and public information program and source
. reduction, recycling and composting programs proposed to achieve a 25% diversion level will

significantly impact the work-load of the existing staff.

Proeram Cosls vs. Revenue Sources

. -Eshrnated mmal and annua] program costs for the programs lruually selected in the SRRE that w ere .
designed to achieve the additional 22.5% diversion level for a total diversion level of 25% are

summarized in Table 3. The total initial program costs incurred directly by the City are estimated to
be $111,900, while -the annual program costs are estimated to be $145,200 per year.
Implementation of these.programs will substantially impact the financial resources of the City.
Given the limited solid waste budget presented in Table 4 below, it is clear that the City cannot

feasibly meet the diversion requirements in an efficient and cost effective manner.

City of Farmersville - CIWMB Petiion . ' Page 1G



Table 3

PROPOSED SHORT-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS - SRRE
Estimated Program Cost and Material Diversion!

’ o Initial A ‘ Material

" Program ' Year's Cost Annual Cost Diversion %
Source Reduction Protrram_ s o _
1. Public Edumm)nfl'cchmml Assmancc o _2 _2 B 0%
2. Rate Structure Modifications -3 3 S 0%
3. Regulatory Programs _ _ 3 -_3- d%
Recveling Programs \
4. Residential Curbside Recycling $35,000 $47,500 4.7%
5. Commercial/Industrial Recycling - 511,800 $17.000 ‘ 2.4%
6. County Landfill Salvage Programs 4. _ 4 4.0%
Conimsu'ng Programs
7. Residential Yard Waste Collection . $29.250 $30200 . 4.5%
8. Yard and Wood Waste Drop-off _5 3 73%
9. Windrow Composting System | $21,100 $35,750 | _k
Education and Public Information Programs
10. through 13. $6,000 $6,000 N/A
Program Coordinater for Recveling/ $8,750 $8750 N/A
Composting/Public Education Programs’

- TOTAL -~~~ .. TN 8 ,_'9'60“_ . .$145,200 o . 22.9%°%

Cir

" 1 Costs include the planning, implementation, and monitoring of programs. -
2 Costs are included in the education and public information program.
3 Costs are included in existing programs.
4 Costs are borne by the County.
-3 Assumes expansion of yard-waste drop-off programs operated at the County lnndﬁlls and that the
costs will be borne by the County.
6 No additional costs are expected with continuation of this program.
7 SRRE coordinator lo be shared between four Cities (Woodlake, Fxeter, Farmersvnlle and Lindsay);
this plan has already been abandoned due to lack of funds.
8 Diversion percentage included in above composunc programs.
9 With existing diversion of 2.5%, total future diversion would be 25.4%.
Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992,

af Farmersville - CI'WMB Petition
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. The potential revenue source initially identified in the City's SRRE to fund these programs was ’

~ increase in the solid waste collection rate structure. Solid waste collection in the City is finance
by monthly billings for service on residential and commercial solid waste collection accounts. The
City bills for the residential and commercial-can collection service that Western Waste Industries

provides, and collects a 5% franchise fee. Westem Waste Industnes bills for all other commercial

collection services; a franchise fee is not collected on the 87 commercial accounts billed dlrectly by
the hauler. The City's franchise fee is used to cover expenses associated, with the billing and

"_,‘COHECUOD for residential and commercaal can accounts The. City collects -an additiona

$1.00/month on residential and commercial-can accounts as a set aside for SRRE/HHWE

preparation.

Included in the $28.00/ton tipping fee at the County owned and operated landfills is a $1.00
surcharge for countywide household hazardous waste programs and a $3.47 surcharge for

County-sponsored diversion programs.

The current rate for residential solid waste collection is $13.80/month for one, 90 gallon conLamer
The history of residential collection rate increases is as f ollows:

+ July 1993: $13.80/month!
e July 1992: $12.80/month?
e July 1991: $11.05/month3
+ July 1988: $ 7.80/month*

«  July 1986: $ 5.00/month
1 Fees increased to build up reserves for implementing AB 939 requirements.
2 Fees increased to balance operating revenues/expenditures.
3 Fees increased to $1.00 per ton surcharge for preparation of SRRE!HHWE
- plus cost of living and landfi]! rate increases. '
4 Fees mcreased when Clly went lo contract waste collccuon

For commercial solid waste collection, the current rates range from $28.30/month for a one yard
bin, $59.00/month for a 3-yard bin, to $118.80/month for a 6-yard bin (once per week pick-up).
Increases in the commercial collection rates were implemented in 1987, 1988 1989, and 1991;

however records of these increases are not readily available.

Table 4 summarizes the City's solid waste budget for Fiscal Year 1993-94.

- City of Farmersville . CIWAMB Petition ] S Page 12 y
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Table 4

CITY OF FARMERSVILLE - SOLID WASTE BUDGET
Fiscal Year 1993-94

Expens'e‘s '

" Salary and Beneﬁis' I . 17,d00- :

" Department Expense " 3,000
Office Supplies : : 400
Training and Meetings 200
Contract Services: Western Waste Industries 252,000
Insurance - 2,500
Computer Expense 1,500

. Total Expenses $276,600

Revenue -

! Refuse User Fees 280,200
Investment Eamnings _ 350
Total Revenue $280,550

lL Reserves (approximate)! $16,000

1 Reserves are set aside for future City expense increases and for AB 939
implementation. However, proposcd increases in landfill uppmg fees may

- _ deplete this reserve:
_Source City of Farmersville 1993 1994 Fnscal Budvcl and Stcvcn 'ﬂlompson

City Manager, City of Farmersville.

For Fiscal Year 1993/94, the City's Budget allocated $276,600 for solid waste collection and
related services, while the estimated revenue is $280,550. As shown in Table 4, the City's solid
waste budget includes a reserve fund of approximately $16,000 plus a projected cash balance of
$3.950 (revenues less expenses) for Fiscal Year 1993/94. These reserve funds are designated for
future City expense increases and for AB 939 implementation. However, proposed increases in
landfill tipping fees may deplete this reserve rather than using it for program implementation.
With implementation of the residential yard waste collection and processing program, the school

~ collection and drop off program for newspapers, increased use of the CA certified redemption
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center, and associated education and public information program, the City could achieve a 12%
‘diversion level. Funding for implementation E_af all of the programs required 10 meet the 25%
diversion goal in an efficient and cost effective manner is not economically and feasible for the
City. Additionalty, the small population and economic base of the City places a strict limitation on

the options for additional fees or taxes levied against local citizens and/or businesses.

. B -

5.3 Cost Impact of Full-Implementation of SRRE Programs

The median household income for the City of Farmersville is substantially below that for California
in general and is the lowest of all cities in Tulare County. The local economic base is small and the
City, like most other juﬁsdictioﬁs in the State, is concerned about the continued viability of its local
businesses and industries. To the extent possible the City attempts to minimize the burden that the

cost of local programs and services places on its residents and businesses.

To achieve a 25% diversion rate through full implementation of the programs listed in the City's

SRRE, the City's annual solid waste budget (Table 4) would have to be increased by at least 52%,

to over $420,000. The increases that would be required in the average residential and commercial

refuse collection rates to fund these expenses would be significant.

Recent trends in the residential refuse collection rates and the increase that would be required 1o
fund full implementation of the SRRE programs are shown in Figure 3.

Y

A
i
?
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Figure 3

Residential Refuse Col.lection Rates .
$/home/month

Full

Implementation
SRRE Programs

6.0 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WASTE DIVERSION PLAN

The City,of Farmersville is committed to pursuing a waste reduction program that is effective in
increasing the diversion of materials from local landfills but is also responsive to the fiscal realities
of the City. Table 5 presents an alternative waste diversion plan for the short-term planmng peniod
based on modll'cauons of programs selected for lmp]emcntauon in the SRRE

' The Cit}' 1S pursuing the development of a source separaled vard waste collection program that will

target yard waste from single family residences and self haulers. This program is anticipated to
cost bé;ween $4.00 and $5.00/household/month. The yard waste will be collected weekly on a
separate collection route. Initially, the yard waste will be hauled to the transfer and processing site
at the County landfill. Yard waste material collected at this site would be converted into
cogeneration or biomass fuel. Since this site is used by more than one junsdiction, records will be

kept of the amouat of yard waste delivered by each jurisdiction.

Prior 1o the end of 1994, the yard wasle materials will be diverted 10 a mulching operation

dovele ped in custern Fulare County. Additionally, at least one private operator has announced

ans 1.7 a compasting facility that will serve the Tulare County area. As this or other facilities’

b aeerpeitle - CRVAL Pentinn . - - Page I5
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ccome available, the City will evaluate the merits and costs of taking the yard waste 1o one of

_these facilities. .

The City will develop a newspaper collection and drop off program with the local school and will
target diversion of food and beverage containers by actively promoting increased use of the CA

certified redemption center that currently serves the City. Participation in the yard waste and -
[newspaper drop off prograrns as well as expanded use of the, CA certified redemptioh cénter will.
be promoted lhrou0h printed materials distributed with utility and tax bills. Special mailings and ..

posters will be utilized as needed to announce the beginning or any major changes in the program.
To the extent practical, the City will utilize materials from the media kit distnibuted by the CIWMB
for mailings or for fliers, notices, or other maiterials distributed through the school system or

mailed directly to residents and businesses.

As new markets for materials become available through the Recycling Market Development éone
the City will investigate the feamblllty of diverting materials to such facilities. The purchasing
agent for the City will continue to monitor purchasing decisions 1o encourage the purchase of
materials and products that are recycled, that have minimal packaging, are supplied in bulk, and are

reusable, recyclable and divertable.

" Table §
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WASTE DIVERSION PLAN
Diversion Percent
Tons/Yr. Diversion
_ Diversion Program L . 1995 0 1995
Existing Programs! .- ¢ L. 7 179 . 2.5%
Residential Yard Waste Collection 570 8.0%
School Collection & Drop-ofl of Newspaper 35 0.5%
Increased Use of Buy-back Center o 68 1.0%
Total ' . 852 12.0% IJ
! Existing diversion (1990) withbut inert solids.
Citv of Farmmersville . CRVMB Pelition i . - ] f_’age 16
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7.0 MEDIUM-TERM DI\’ERSION PROGRAMS

~ The City also does not believe that it can feasibly achieve a S0% diversion level by the year 2000,
and therefore intends to petition the CITWMB prior to the year 2000 for a reduction i in this diversion
mandate as well. At that time, the City will provide a report on the status of its existing diversion
programs. The tentative medium-term diversion programs identified in'the SRRE are summarized

in Table 6, and include programs that would be deferred from lmplememanon in the short- term-

: plannmg penod as a resull of this’ petmon These _programs are lentallve until an a]tematlve‘
' reduced waste diversion plan would be rewewed by the CIWMB relative to the 50% dwersnon
goal.

8.0 SOLID WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

Revised fifteen-year projections of the waste disposal and diversion quantities by matenal type
expected to be realized before and after the City implements the waste diversion programs
described in Section 6.0 Proposed Alternative Waste Diversion Plan, above and presented in
Section 7.0 Medium-Term Diversion Programs, are provided in Appendix II. These fifteen-year
projections are based on the revised baseline waste generation data that excludes the inert solids
that are diverted. A projected growth rate of 1.0% per year was assumed, based on the City's
SRRE.
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Table 6

TENTATIVE MEDIUM-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS
Estimated Material Diversion

' = 1
1 T ~ Material
Program Diversion %
Source Reduction Programs . - 'l
' 1{ 1 Public Educitin/Technical Assistance ~ ~ - 12% *
" 2. Rate Modification . T B2 l
3. Regulatory Programs 0%
Il Rei:!cling Programs "
4. Residential Curbside Recycling ' 13.0%
5. Commercial/Industrial Recycling 92%
a. Material Recovery Operation
6. County Landfill Salvage Programs! 6.7%
Composting Programs
7. Residential Yard Waste Collection " 72%
8. Yard and Wood Waste Drop-off 10.2%
a. Collect Alternative Feedstocks
9. Windrow Composting System? i N/A
| Education and Public Information Programs
10. through 13. NIA
Program Coordinator for Recycling/ NfA
| Composung/Public Education Programs
TOTAL 7 - 41594

1 May be implefmented in the short-term planning period.
2 Diversion percentage included in above programs.
3 May be counted towards diversion goal in the future,
4 With existine diversion of 2.5%, total future diversion would be 50.%.
Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Farmersville, May 1992.
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Appendix I

Solid Waste Generation Profiles
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City of Farmersville - Waste Disposal Profile {1991 Landfill Sampling Data)

Residential | Commercial Industrial - Self Haul Total”
OCC/Kraft 5.74% 14.97% | 12.64% 6.08% 8.42%
Magazines 1:33% 0.93% 0.10% 0.61% 0.96%
" Mixed Paper’ 9.23% 10.42% 5.98% . .3.89% 7.89%
Newsprint ' 7.14% 3.99% 0D.51% ©1.91% 457%
. High Grade 0.71% 3.11% 0.77% 0.80% 1.28%
QOther Paper , 6.58% B.07% 2.98% 1.52% -5.33%
Subtotal Paper 30.73% 41.49% 22.98% 14.91% 28.45%
HDPE ° 1.05% 1.04% - - 1.28% 021% | 0.85% °
PET 0.40%. 0.19% " 0.02% - 0.08% 0.24%.
Film Plastics 3.40% a.72% - . 502% - 1.03% 2.98%
Polystyrene 0.45% 0.70% 0.34% 0.87% 0.61%
Other Plastic 2.73% 3.20% 3.05% 1.40% 2.51%
Subtotal Plastic 8.03% 8.85% 9.71% 3.59% 7.18%
Relillable Beverage 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.06%
CA Redemption Value 1.26% 1.13% 0.18% 0.80% 1.03%
Other Recyclable 2.51% 2.02% 0.31% . 0.48% 1.71%
Other Non-Recyclable 0.61% 0.66% 0.04% 0.34% 0.51%
Subtotal Glass 4.43% 381% 0.53% 1.77% 3.31%
Aluminum Cans 0.30% 0.24% 0.02% 0.10% - 0.21%
Other Aluminum 0.30% 0.38% 0.05% 0.04% 0.23%
Bi-metal Cans 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 0.44% - 0.12%
Steeol Food & Bev. Cans 2.38% 1.47% 0.04% 0.34% 1.47%
Other Ferrous 2.48% 4.72% 2.76% 3.14% 3.18%
Other Non-ferrous 0.09% 0.06% 0.05% 0.02% 0.068%
White Goods 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.96% 0.26%
Subtotal Metal 5.55% 6.87% 3.17% 5.04% 5.54%
Leaves and Grass 16.15% 4.21% 1.77% 9.26% 10.60%
Branches and Brush 5.27% 2.21% 10.67% 15.67% 7.70%
Subtotal Yard Waste 21.42% 6.42% 12.44% 24.93% 18.29%
Food 12.40% 9.51% 2.29% . 3.93% 8.68%
Rubber/Tires 0.53% 1.77% _ 0.06% 1.10% 0.92%
Woaod 1.68% 4.07% 22.33% 15.63% 7.40%
Agri. Crop Residue -~ 0.00% - 0.38% -|. . 1.42%. 1.23% 0.51%
Manure . . 0.06°/_o 0.00% 0.00.%[, 0.97% 0.28%
“TextilesALeather ~ 3.83% . 3.72% - ~-5.33% 2.80% 3.65%
Diapers 4.53% 2.70% 0.10% 0.44% 2.72%
Other Organics 2.10% 2.55% 0.36% - 0.82% - 1.74%
Subtotal Organics 25.13% 24.70% 31.89% 26.52% 25.90%
Inert Sclids 3.04% 6.46% 18.65% 15.30% 8.17%
Hazardous Waste 0.47% 0.83% 0.01% 0.04%- 0.40%
Appliances 0.51% 0.57% 0.03% 0.29% 0.43%
Subtotal Other Wastes 4.02% 7.86% 18.69% 15.63% 9.01%
Ash 0.00% . 0.00% 0.02% 1.91% 0.50%
Sewage Sludge 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Industrial Sludge 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Asbestos ' 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Auto Shredder Waste 0.00% - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Auto Bodies 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.01%
Stufled Furn.Matiresses 0.69% 0.00% 0.37% 5.70% 1.82%
Subtotal Special Wasteq 0.69% 0.00% 059% .| ~ 7.61% 2.33%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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City of Farmersvnlle Waste Disposal Profile (1991 Landfill Sampling Data)

—

[~ Residential | Commercial. industrial Self Haul Total
OCCIKraft 5.74% 14.97% - 12.64% 6.08% 8.42%
Magazines 1.33% 0.93% 0.10% 0.61% 0.96%

" Mixed Paper 9.23% 10.42% - 5.98% 3.99% 7.88%
Newsprint 7.14% 3.99% 0.51% - 1.91% 4.57%
High Grade ' 0.71% 3.11% 0.77% 0.80% 1.28%
Other Paper 6.58% 8.07% 2.98% 1.52% 5.33%

Subtotal Paper - 30.73% 41.49% 22.98% 14.91% 28.45%
HDPE - 1.05% 1.04% | 1.28% - C0.21%.. - 0.85%
PET .~ - 0.40% 019% - | - 0.02% -{ . 0:08% 0.24%

- Film Plastics 3.40% . 3.72% .. 5.02% o 1.03%, 2:98% - -
Polystyrene 0.45% 0.70%" '0.34%" 0.87% 0.61%
Other Plastic 2.73% 3.20% 3.05% 1.40% 2.51%

Subtotal Plastic 8.03% 8.85% 9.71% 3.59% 7.18%
Refillable Beverage 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.06%
CA Redemption Value 1.26% 1.13% 0.18% 0.80% 1.03%
Other Recyclabie 2.51% 2.02% 0.31% . 0.48% 1.71%
Other Non-Recyclable 0.61% 0.66% 0.04% 0.34% 0.51% .

Subtotal Glass - 4.43% 3.81% 0.53% 1.77% 3.31%
Aluminum Cans 0.30% 0.24% 0.02% 0.10% - 0.21%
Other Aluminum 0.30% 0.38% 0.05% 0.04% 0.23%
Bi-metal Cans 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 0.44% 0.12%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 2.38% 1.47% 0.04% 0.34% 1.47%
Other Ferrous 2.48% 4.72% 2.76% 3.14% 3.18%
Other Non-ferrous 0.09%. 0.06% 0.05% 0.02% 0.06%
White Goods 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.96% 0.26%

Subtotal Metal 5.55% 6.87% 3.17% 5.04% 5.54%
Leaves and Grass 16.15% 4.21% 1.77% 9.26% 10.60%
Branches and Brush 5.27% 2.21% 10,67% 15.67% 7.70%

Subtotal Yard Waste 21.42% 6.42% 12.44% 24 .93% 18.29%
Food 12.40% 9.51% 2.29% 3.53% B.68%
Rubber/Tires 0.53% 1.77% 0.06% 1.10% 0.92%
Wood 1.68% 4.07% 22.33% 15.63% "7.40%
Agri. Crop Residue 0.00% 0.38% 1.42% 1.23% 0.51%

" Manure 0.06% . - -0.00_%: 1. 0.00% 0.97% 0.28%

- TextilesAsather . 3.83% - C3.72% 5.33% 2.80% .3.65%

"Diapers - 4.53% 2.70% 0.10% 0.44% . 2.72%
Olhqr Organics 2.10% 2.55% 0.36% 0.82% 1.74%
_Subtotal Organics 25.13% 24.70% 31.89% - 26.52% 25.90%
Inert Solids 3.04% 6.46% 18.65% 15.30% 8.17%
Hazardous Waste 0.47% 0.83% 0.01% 0.04% 0.40%
Appliances ’ .0.51% 0.57% 0.03% 0.29% 0.43%

Subtotal Other Wastes 4.02% 7.86% 18.69% 15.63% 9.01%
Ash 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 1.91% 0.50%
Sewage Sludge 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% . 0.00% 0.00%
Industrial Sludge 0.00% 0.00% - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Asbestos - Q.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Auto Shredder Waste 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Auto Bodies 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.01%

- ' Stufled Furn.Mattresses 0.69% . 0.00% 0.37% 5.70% 1.82%

Subtotal Special Waste§  0.69% 0.00% 0.59% - 7.61% 2.33%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%




Appendix II-

15-Year Projections of Waste Disposal and Diversion
Existing Conditions and With Program Implementation
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville
Existing Conditions

1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper . i .
OCC/Kraft 545 31 577 54% 551 32 582 54%
Magazines 63 0 63 0.0% 63 .0 63 0.0%
Mixed Paper 511 0 511 0.0% 516 0 516 0.0%
Newspaper . 296 0 29| - 0.0% 299 -0 299 0.0%
High Grade s 8 0 83 0.0% 8 0 B4 . 0.0%| |
Other Paper _ _ 344 N +] R XX 0:0%| * . 348 + 0 348] . 0.0%|
.~ Subtotal 1,842 31 1,874 1.7% 1,861 " 32 1,892 L1%
?lastic. . - j . : i : ]
HDPE 55 0 35 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
FPET 15 4 19 21.1% 15 4 19 21.1%
Film Plastics 193 0 193 0.0% 195 0 195 0.0%
Polystyrene -39 0 39 . 0.0% 40 o 40 0.0%
Other Flastic 163 0 163 0.0% 164 0 164 0.0%
Subtotal 465 4j. 469 0.9% 469 4 473 0.9%
siass
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 67 30 97 313% 67 31 98 31.3%
Other Recyclable 110 10 120 84% 111 10 121 84%
Olher Non-recyclable 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Subtotal 214 40 255 15.9% 216 41 257 15.9%
ietals - .
Aluminum Cans 14 47 62 77.0% 14 48 62 77.0%
Other Aluminum 15 8 23 34.8% " 15 8 23 34.8%
Bi-metal Cans 8 0 8 0.0% 8 0 8 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 95 30 125 24.2% 96 31 126 24.2%
Other Ferrous 206 0 206 0.0% 208 0 208 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 17 0 17 0.0% 17 0 17 1 0.0%
Subtotal 360 86 45 19.3% 363 87 450 19.3%
ard Waste :
Leaves and Grass 697 0 697 0.0% 704 0 704 0.0%
Branches and Brush 628 0 628 0.0% 635]. 0 635 0.0%
Subtotal 1,325 0 " 1,325 0.0% 1,338 0 1,338 0.0%
rgamcs _ _
- Food 563| 0 563 00% .| - 568 0] . 568 0.0%
* Rubber/Tires 71 10 81 12.5%]| . e 10 82 12.5%
Wood - ' 479 ol 479 0.0%]. 484 0 484 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 -0.0%
Manure 18 0 18 - 0.0% i8 0 18 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 236 0 236 0.0% 239 0 239 0.0%
Dnapers 176 0 176 0.0% 177 0 177 0.0%
. Other Organics 112 0 112 -0.0% 113 0 113 0.0%
Subtotal 1,688 10 1,698 0.6% 1,705 10 1,715 0.6%
her Wastes -
Inert Solids 529 0 529 0.0% 535 0 535 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 26 0 26 0.0% 27 0 27 0.0%
Appliances 28 ol ~ 28 0.0% 29 0 29 0.0%
Subtotal 584 0 584 0.0% 590 "0 590 0.0%
Ash 32 0 32 0.0% 33 0 33 0.0%|
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Indusinal Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0] 00%
Asbestos 0 0 ¢ 0.0%| - 0 0 "0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 of . 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies I 0 1 0.0% I 0 1] - 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Maturesses 117 0 117 0.0% 118 ] ‘118 0.0%
Subtotal 150 0 150 0.0% 152 0] 152 0.0%
“.Total Waste 6,628 172 6799  2.5% 6694 173 6,867[° 2.5%{" -
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

"~ City of Farmersville

Existing Conditions

1993 1994
WASTE TYPE Diversion ‘ Diversion
. Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper -
OCC/Kraft 536 32 588 54% 562 32 594 5.4%
Magarzines 64 0 64 0.0% 65 0 65 0.0%
Mixed Paper 521 o 521 0.0% 527 - @ 527 0.0%
Newspaper 302 0 302 0.0% 305 0 305 0.0%
High Grade . 8 .0 84 0.0%) 85 0 BS 0.0%
‘Other Paper o 334 of - 351f - 00% 355 Or . 355 0.0%| .
‘Subtotal] 1,879 32y 1,911 17%( "'1,898 321 ".1,936(-.

Iastlc : - .o . AR
HDPE . 56 0 56)  0.0% 5% 0 C 58], 0.0%
PET ' 15 4 200 21.1% 16 4 20 21L.1%
Film Plastics ; 197] 0 197 0.0% 199 0 199 0.0%
Polystyrene 40 0 40 0.0% 41 0 41 . 0.0%
Other Plastic 166 0 166 0.0% 168 0 168 0.0%

Subtotal 474 4 478] 0.9% 479 4 ' 483 0.9%
Glass i
Refillabie Beverage 4 0 4  00% 4 1] 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 68 31 9| 313% 69 31 100 313%
Other Recyclable 112 10 123 84% 113 10 124 8.4%]) -
Other Non-recyclable 34 0 34 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Subtotal 218 41 260] 15.9% 221 42 262 159%
Metals , .
Aluminum Cans 14 48] 63} T1.0% 15 49 63 T1.0%|
Other Aluminum 15 8 24f 348% 16 8 24 34.8%
Bi-metal Cans B 0 8 0.0% B 0 8 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 97 31 128 24.2% 98 31 129 24.2%
Other Ferrous 210 0 210 0.0% 212 0 212 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 1] 4 0.0%
White Goods 18 0 18 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
Subtotai 367 88 454 19.3% 370 88 4591 19.3%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 711 0 711 0.0% 718 0 At 0.0%
Branches and Brush 641 o 641 0.0% 647 0 647 0.0%
Subtotal 1,352 0 1,352 0.0% 1,365 0 1,365 0.0%
: Organlcs . r o , _
] Food | . .o .574] - 0.0 574 00% 580 0 580 0.0%

e Rubbch:rc.s <72 . W - 82 12.5% s 13 10 3 12.5%|
Wood 488 0 488 - 0.0%(- 493 0 493 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residuc 34 0 34 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Manure 19 0 19 0.0% 19 0 19 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 24} 0 241 0.0% 244 0 244 0.0%
Diapers 179 0 179 0.0% 181 0 181 0.0%

" Other Organices 114 0 114 0.0% 116 a . 116 0.0%
Subtotal 1,722 10] 1,732 0.6% 1,739 10 1,749 0.6%

ther Wastes ] . )
Inert Solids 540 0 540 0.0% 545 0 545 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 27 . G 27 G.0% 27 4] 27 0.0%
Appliances 29 0 " 25 0.0% 29 0 29 0.0%
Subtotal 594 0 596 0.0% 601 1) 601 0.0%
Ash 33 .0 33 0.0% 33 lij 33 0.0%
Scwage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 v} 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 ol  00% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0l 0.0% 0* 0 0 0.0%
Auta Shredder Waste -0 0 0 0.0% 0 ] 0 0.0%
Auto Badics I 0 I 0.0% I .0 I 0.0%
Swffed Fum./Maturesses 120 0 1200 0.0% 121 ) 124 0.0%
Subtota) 154 0], 154)  0.0% 155 0 153 0.0%
Total Waste 6,761 175 6,936 25% 6,828 177 7,005 2.5%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Farmersville
Existing Conditions
_ : 1995 ) 1996
WASTE TYPE . : ’ Diversion ' Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal Diversion | Generation| Percent
'aper -
OCC/Kraft 568 33)- 600 - 54% 573 33 606 .54%
Magazines 65 o} 65 0.0% 66 0 66 0.0%
Mixed Paper 532 0 "532 0.0% 537 o 537 0.0%
Newspaper 308 0 308 0.0% 311 0 311 0.0%
High Grade 86 0 86 0.0% 87 0| 87 0.0%
Other Paper .~ . 358| 0} - 358 - - 00%| V- - 362 - -. Of -~ 362 - 0.0%
Subtotal 1,917 X 1,950, 1.7% T 1,936 ‘33 1,969 17%
astic - - - - = -
HDPE 57 0 57 0.0% 57 o} 57 0.0%
PET 16 4 20 21.1% 16 4| . 20 21.1%
Film Plastics 201 0 201 0.0% 203 Q 203 0.0%
Polystyrene 41 o 41 0.0% 41 0 41 0.0%
Other Plastic 169 0 169 0.0% I ) 0 171 0.0%
Subtotal - 483 4 488 0.9% 488 4 493 0.9%
lass : '
Refillable Beverage ) 0 4 0.0% 4 o 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 69 32 101 31.3% 70 32 102 313%
Other Recyclable 115 1 125 8.4% 116 11 126 84%
Other Non-recyclable 35| 0 35 0.0% 35 0 35 0.0%
Subtotal 223 42 265 15.9%| 225 42 268 15.9%|
tetals .
Alumigum Cans 15 49 64 77.0% 15 50 65 77.0%
Other Aluminum 16 8 24 34.8% 16 8 24 34.8%
Bi-meta] Cans 8 0 8 0.0% 8f. 0 8 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 99 32 130 24.2% 100 32 132 24.2%
Other Ferrous 214 0 214 0.0% 217 0 217 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 18 o I8 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
Subtotal 374 89 463 19.3% 378 20 468 19.3%(
ard Waste .
Leaves and Grass 725) 0 725 0.0% 732 0 732 0.0%
Branches and Brush 654 0 654 0.0% 660 0 650 0.0%
) Subtotal 1,379 0 1,379 0.0% 1,393 0 1,393 0.0%
ganics . ]
" Food o - : 585 0 - 585 00%| | - 591 4] 591 0.0%
RubbérTires - 74 11 84| -c125%| || 74 11 . 85 12:5%|
" Wood T -7 - - 3498 0" 498 00%| | 503 0 503 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 35 0 35 0.0% 35 0 35 0.0%
Manure . . 19 o 19 0.0% 19 0 19 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 246 0 246 0.0% 248 0 248 0.0%
Dhapers 183 0 183 0.0% 185 ¢ 185 0.0%
Other Organics’ 117 0 117 0.0% 118 0 118 0.0%
Subtotal 1,756 11 1,767 0.6% 1,774 11 1,784 0.6%
her Wastes
Inert Solids _ 551 0 551 0.0% 556 0 556 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 27 0 27 0.0% 28 0 28 0.0%
Appliances 29 o] 29 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
Subtotal 607 0 607 0.0% 614 0 614 0.0%
Ash 34 0 34 0.0%| | 34 0 34 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 o 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0. 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 .0 0 0.0% 0 0 0] 0.0%
Auto Bodices 1 0 Y- 00%| I 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fumn./Mattresses 122 0 122 0.0% T3 0 123 0.0%
) Subtotal 157 0 157) . 0.0% - 158 0 158 0.0%, _ .
. Total Waste 6,897 179 7,075 25% 6,966| - 180 .7,146]° 2.5%] ¥3




[ 15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

-~ City of Farmersville
Existing Conditions

1997 1998
WASTE TYPE - Daversion - Diversion
) Disposal | Diversion | Generation]| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent
Paper . -
OCC/Kraft - 579 33 612 54% 585 34 618 54%
. Magazines 66 0 66 0.0% 67 0 67 0.0%
Mixed Paper 543 0 543 0.0% 548 0 548 0.0%
Newspaper 314 (] 3i4 0.0% 317 0 317 0.0%
High Grade 88 o 88 0.0% 34 0 891 00%
"OtherPaper -~ - 366 -] . 3668 . -0.0% <369 0 - 369 . 0.0%| .
R Subtotal 1,956] 33 1989 © L7%[. | 1,975 . M. 2,009 1L.T%}-
Plastic A N e - . ] -
HDPE 58 0 581" 0.0% 58 0 © 58] 0.0%|
PET 16 4] - 20 21.1% 16 4] 21 21.1%
Film Plastics " 205 0 205 0.0% 207 0 207 0.0%
Polystyrene - 42 0 42 0.0% 42 0 42 0.0%
Other Plastic 173 0 173 0.0% 174 0 174] . 0.0%
Subtotal 493 4 497 0.9% 498) 4 502 0.9%
Glass :
Refiliable Beverage 4 H 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 71 32 103 31.3% 71 32 164 31.3%)
Other Recyclable 117 1L 128 84% 118 i 129 8.4%
Other Non-recyclable is 0 35 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
‘ Subtotal 227 43 2701 159% 230 43 273 15.9%
Metals . ‘
Aluminum Cans 15 50 65 71.0% 15 51 66 T7.0%
Other Aluminum 16 9 25 348% 16 9 25 348%
Bi-metal Cans 9 0 9 0.0% 9 0 9 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 101 32 133 24.2% 102 32 134 24.2%
Other Ferrous 219 0 219 0.0% 221 0 221 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 18 0 18 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
] Subtotal 382 91 473 19.3% a8s 92 478 19.3%
Yard Wasle . .
Leaves and Grass 740 0 740 0.0% 747 0 T47 0.0%
- Branches and Brush 667 0 667 0.0%| _ 674 0 674 0.0%
Subtotal 1,407} 0 1,407 0.0% 1,421 0 1,421 0.0%
rganics . '
- Food | . _ 597 0l 1 - 597) 0.0% 603 0 603 0.0%
-Rubber/Tires . 5] - 1] . 86 12.5% 76 1 871 12.5%
Wood' 508 0 508! 0.0% 513 0 5131 0.0%})
Agri. Crop Residue 35 0 as 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Manure 19 0 19 0.0% 19 0 19 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 251 0 251 0.0% 253 0 253 0.0%
Diapers 187 0 187 0.0% 188 g 188 0.0%
" Other Organics 119 0 119 0.0% 120 g 120 0.0%
Subtotal 1,792 11 1,802 0.6% 1,809 11 1,820 0.6%
Other Wastes ]
Inert Solids 562 0 562 0.0% 567 0 367 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 28 0 28 00% 28 o 28 0.0%
Appliances 30 "0 30 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
Subtotal 620 0 620 0.0% 626 0 626 0.0%
Ash 33 0 34 0.0% 35 0 35 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 ol - 00% 0 O 0 0.0%
Industriad Sludgc 0 0 0 0.0% 0 O 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 o 0 0.0% ¢ 4] 0 0.0%
Auto Shredider Waste .0 o 0 0.0% o ¢ 0] G0%
X Auto Bodies 1 L 1 0.0% { o | 0.0%
i Stuffed Fum."Mattresses -124 0 124 0.0% 126 of 126 0.0%
: Subtotal 160 0 160 0.0% 161 0 “161) 6.0%
Total Waste 7,038 - 182 7,218 2.5% 7,106 184 7.290 25%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Farmersville
- ' Existing Conditions
19%9 2000
WASTE TYPE Diversion ] Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation]| Percent
per ‘
OCC/Kraft 591 34 624 54% 556 34 631 54%
Magazines 68 0 68 0.0% 68 0 68 0.0%
Mixed Paper 553 0 553 0.0% 559 o] - 338 0.0%
Newspaper 320 0 320 0.0% 324 ] 324 0.0%
High Grade S0 -0 90 0.0% L9 0 .81 0.0%)
Other Paper - 373 0 371 2 0.0%]" 377 o - 37 "0.0%
- * " - Subtotal 1,995 H 2,029 L7% 2,015|" M- 2,049 L7%
P - - —T —t-
HDPE 59 0 59 0.0% 60 0 60 0.0%
PET 16 4 21 21.1% 17 4 21 21.1%
Film Plastics 209 0 209 0.0% 21t 0 211 0.0%
Polystyrene 43 ¢ 43 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
Other Plastic 176 0 176 0.0% 178 of 178 0.0%
Subtotal 503 4 507 0.9% 508 4 513 0.9%
S8 .
Rcﬁllablc Beverage 4 0 4 . 0.0% 4 .0 4 0.0%|
CA Redemption Value 72 33 105 31.3% 73 33 106 31.3%
Other Recyclable 119 11 130 34% 120 11 131 8.4%
Other Noan-recyclable 36 0 36 0.0% 36 0 36 00%
Subtotal 232 4 276 159% 234 44 278 15.9%
tals .
Aluminum Cans 15 51 67 77.0% 15 52| . 67 71.0%)|
Other Aluminum 16 9 25 348% 17 9 25 348%
Bi-metal Cans - 9 0 9] 0.0% 9 0 9 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 103 33 136 24.2% 104 33 137 242%
Other Ferrous 23 0 223 0.0% 225 ol 225 0.0%
Other Noa-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 19 0 19 0.0% 19 0 19 0.0%
Subtotall. 389 93 482 19.3% 393 94 437 19.3%
d Waste
Leaves and Grass 755 0f . 755 0.0% 762 0 762 0.0%
Branches and Brush _ 680 0 680 0.0% 687 _ 0 687 0.0%
Subtotal 1,435 0 1,435 0.0% 1,449 0 1,449 0.0%
anics :
Fodd " ‘605 0 609 0.0% 615 0 615 0.0%
Rubber/Tires . 77l .11 . 871 L 12.5% LT 11 88 12.5%] .
“Wood T 518 oJ’ 518 0.0% ‘524 0 524 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 36| - 0 36 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Manure 20 0 20 0.0% 20 0 20 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 256 0 256 0.0% 258 0 258 0.0%
Diapers 190 0 190 0.0% 192 0 192 0.0%
Other Organics 121 0 121y 0.0%| 123 o 123 0.0%
Subtotal 1,828 11 1,838 0.6% 1,846 11 - 1,857 0.6%
:F ¥yasles . —- -
Lnert Solids 573 0 573 0.0% 579 0 579 0.0%| -
Hazardous Waste 28 0 28 0.0% 29 0 29 0.0%
Appliances 3t of T 3 0.0% 31 o - 31 0.0%
Subtotal 632 0 632 0.0% 638 0 638 0.0%
Ash 35 0 35| 0.0% 35 of . 35 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% o 0 . 0 0.0%
‘ndustrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0] 0] 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 4] 0.0% 0 of 0 00%
Auto Shredder Waste- 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 ol- 00%
Auto Bodies 1 0 1 0.0% 1 0 1 0.0%] .
stuffed Fum./Mattresses 127 0 127 0.0% 128 0 128 ° 0.0%| ...
Subtotal 163 0 163 0.0% 165 0 - 165 0.0%]
“Total Waste 7,177 186 7363  25% 7,249 188 7,436 2.5%[




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Farmersville
. Existing Conditions
2001 ) 2002 |
WASTE TYPE . Diversion Diversion |
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper ] ]
OCC/Kraft 602 35 637  54% 608 35 643 -54%
Magazines 69 0 69 0.0% 70 0 70 0.0%
Mixed Paper 565 0 565 0.0% 570 0 570 0.0%]
Newspaper 327 0 . 327 0.0% 330 0 330 0.0%
High Grade 91 0 91 0.0% - 92 0 92 0.0%
Other Paper : . 380 0 380 0.0%; . 384] - o . .38  00% . .
. “Subtotal 2,035] - 35 2,070] - L7%| | o 2,085 35| 2,090 L 7% o
Plastlc . C i - ] ) -
HDPE 60 0 - 60 0.0% o6l 0 61 o. 0% :
PET 17 4 21 21.1% 17{ 5 21 21.1%|
Film Plastics 213 0 213 0.0% 215 0 215 0.0%
Polystyrene 44 0 44 0.0% 4 0 H 0.0%
Other Plastic 180 0 180 0.0% 181 0 181 0.0%
Subtotal 513 4 518 - 09% 518 5 523 0.9%
Giass ‘
Refiliabie Beverage 41 0 4 0.0% 5 0 3l - 0.0%
CA Redemplion Value 74 33 107 31.3% 74 34 108 31.3%
Other Recyclable 122 11 133 84% 123} 11 134 8.4%
Other Non-recyclable 37 0 37 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Subtotal 237 45 281 15.9% 239 45 284 15.9%
Metals '
Aluminum Cans 16 52 68 71.0% 16 53 69 . TNLO%
Other Aluminum 17 9 26 34.8% 17 9 26 34.83%
Bi-metal Cans 9 0 9 0.0% 9 0 9 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 105 33 138 242% 106 34 140 24.2%
Other Ferrous 228 0 228 0.0% 230 0 230 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 5 0 5  0.0%
White Goods - 19 4] 19 0.0% 19 0 - 19 0.0%
Subtotal 397 95 492 19.3% 401 96 497 19.3%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 770 0 770 0.0% 778 0 778 0.0%
Branches and Brush 694 0 694 0.0% 701 0 701 0.0%
Subtotal 1,464 0 1,464 0.0% 1,478 0 1,478 0.0%
Organics
Food 6211 ol 621 0.0%] . 628 . 0 628 0.0%
Rubber/Tires . 78 - 11 -89 . 1235% 79 11 .. 9% 12.5%| .
Woed - . - 529 “O0f L 529f T 0.0%| 534 0 534 0.0%|
‘Agn. Crop Residue 37t 0 371 00% 37 0 37 0.0%
Manure 20 0 20 0.0% 20 0 20 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 261 0 261 0.0% 264 0 264 0.0%
Diapers 194 4] 154 0.0% 196 0 196( 0.0%
"Other Organics 124 0 124 0.0% 125 0 125 10.0%
Subtotal 1,864 11 1,875 0.6% 1,883 11 1,894 0.6%
Other Wastes .
Inert Solids 585 0 ‘585 0.0% 590 0 590 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 29 0 29 0.0% 29 0 29 0.0%
Appliances 31 0 31 0.0% 32 0 32 0.0% !
Subtotal 645 1 645 0.0% 651 0 651 0.0%
Ash 36 v 36 00% 36 0 36 0.0%
Sewage Sludze 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 - 0.0% !
Asbestos - . 0 0 0 0.0% -0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 0 0]- 00% )
- Auto Bodies 1 0 I 0.0% 1 0 1 0.0% }
Stuffed Fum.‘Mattresses 129 Y 129 0.0% 131 0 131 0.0%|. .
Subtotal 166 0 166 0.0% 168 0 168 0.0%
Total Waste 7,321 19| 751 25% 7,394 2] 7586 zs%| ST :




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville

Existing Conditions

2003 2004
WASTE TYPE Diversion™ ) ‘Diversion
Disposal { Diversion { Generation| Percent Disposal [ Diversion | Generation| Percent
w
OCC/Kraft 615 35 650 5.4% 621 36 656 54%
Magazines 71 0 71 0.0% 71 0 71 0.0%
Mixed Paper 576 0] 576 0.0% 582 0 582 0.0%
Newspaper- 333 0 333 0.0% 337 0 337|- 0.0%
High Geade a3 -0 93 0.0% 94 .0 o4 0.0%
Other Paper . - 388 <0 . 388 - 0.0% 3 o[ "-:392" - 0.0%
o . Subtotal 2,076 as| 2,111 1.7% 2,097 36 2 132
ic . : ' b
- HDPE 61 0 61 0.0% 62 "0 62 0.0%
PET 17 5 22 21.1% 17 ] 22 21.1%
Film Plastics 217 0 217 0.0% 220 0 220 0.0%
Polystyrene 44 0 44 0.0% 45 0] 45 0.0%
Other Plastic : 183 0 183 0.0% 185 0 185 0.0%
. Subtotal 5241 5 528 0.9% 529 ] 533 0.9%
5 A
Refillable Beverage 5 0 ‘5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
ZA Redemption Value 75 34 109 31.3% 76 34 _ 110 313%
Other Recyclable 124 11 135 8.4% 125 i1 137 84%
Other Non-rccyclablc 38 0 38 0.0% 38 0 38 0.0%
Subtotal 241 46 287 15.9%| 244 46 290 15.9%
ﬂE
Aluminum Cans 16 53 69 77.0% 16 541 70 T77.0%
. Other Aluminum 17 9 26 348% 17 9 26 348%
- Bi-metal Cans 9 0 9 0.0% 9 0 9 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 107 34 141 242% 108 34 143 24.2%
Dther Ferrous 232 0 232 0.0% 234 0 234 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 5 0 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
White Goods 19 0 19 0.0% 20 0 20 0.0%
B Subtotal 405 97 502 19.3% 409 98 507 19.3%
| Waste
Leaves and Grass 785 0 785 0.0% 793 0 793 0.0%
Branches and Brush 708 0 708 0.0% 715 0 715 0.0%
- Subtotal 1,493 0 1,493 0.0% 1,508 1] 1,508 0.0%|"
II’IICS .
Zood 634 ol --634 0.0% 640 0 640 0.0%
Rubber/Tires - 80 11 - 91| "12.5% "80 11} 92| ‘ 12.5%
Wood 539 .0 539 0.0% 545 o| 545 0.0%
4pri. Crop Residue 38 0 38 0.0% 38 (] 38 0.0%
Vianure 20 0 20 0.0% 21| 0 21 0.0%
_Textiles/Leather - 266 0 266 0.0% 269 0 269 0.0%
Diapers 198 0} - 198 0.0% 200 0 200 0.0%
Jther Organics 126 0] 126 0.0% 128 0 128 0.0%
Subtotal 1,902 11 1,913 0.6% 1,921 11 1,932 0.6%
r Wastles
nert Solids 596 0 596 0.0% 602 0 602 0.0%
Jazardous Waste 30 0 30 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
\ppliances . 32 o .- " 32 0.0% 32 0 32 0.0%
Subtotal 658 0 658 0.0% 664 0 664 0.0%
\sh 36) - 0 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
iewage Sfudge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
adustrial Sludge 0 0 ol 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
\sbeslos B 0 0 o - 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
\uto Shredder Waste 0 0 ol 00% 0 0 0 0.0%
\uto Bodies 1. 0 1 0.0% 1 0 1 - 0.0%
>luf[cd Fum./Mattresses “132 0 132 0.0% 133 0 133 0.0%
_ Subtotal 170 0 170 0.0% 171 0 171 0.0%
Total Waste 7,468 193 7,662 .25% 7,543 195 7,738 25%

7%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS
_ City of Farmersville - Existing Conditions

2005
WASTE TYPE Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Genemtion| Percent
aper
OCC/Kraft 627 36 663 5.4%
Magazines 72 0 72 0.0%
Mixed Paper 587 0 5871 - 0.0%
Newspaper 340 0 340 .0.0%
High Grade - 95 0 95 0.0%
Other Paper 396 0 3% @ 0.0%
.. Subtotall = 2,118 36| - 218 17%
astic .o o : C
- HDPE 63| 0 . 631 - 0.0%
PET 17 5 22 21.1%
Film Plastics 222 0 222 0.0%
Polystytege 45 0 45 0.0%
Other Plastic . 187 0 187 0.0%
Subtotal 534 5 539} 0.9%
Glass
Refillable Beverage 5 0 5 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 77 a5 111 31.3%
Other Recyclable 127 12 138 8.4%
Other Non-recyclable 38 0 38 0.0%
Subtotal 246 46 293 15.9%
Metals
Alumipum Cans 16 55 71 77.0%
Other Aluminum -17 9 27 348%
Bi-metal Cans 9 0 9 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 109 35 14 24.2%
Otber Ferrous 237 0 237 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 5 0 5 0.0%
VWhite Goods 20 0 20 0.0%
. Subtotal 413 99 512 19.3%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 801 0 801 0.0%
Branches and Brush 722 o 722 0.0%
Subtotal 1,523 0 1,523 0.0%
Organtcs
Food 647 ol 647 0.0%
= Rubber/Tires 81, 120 - 93], . 125%
. Wood | - - 550] 0{." - 550} - 00%
* Agri. Crop Residue - 38 0 38 -0.0%
Manure 21 0 21 . 0.0%
Textiles/Leather mn 0 272 0.0%
Diapers 202 0 202 0.0%
Other Organics 129 0 129 0.0%
Subtotal 1,940 - 12 1,952 0.6%
Other Wastes . ‘ '
[nert Solids 608 0 608 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 30 0 30 0.0%
Appliances 33 of . 33 0.0%
) Subtotal 671 0 671 0.0%
Ash 37 0 37 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 ] 0.0%
Industinial Studge 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos ol 77 o-of 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste -0 0 0 0.0%
Auta Beadies 1] - 0 1 6.0%
Stefted Fugr - Matiresses 135 0 . 133 0.0%
Subtotal 173 0 173 0.0%
_ Total Waste 7,618 197 7,816 25%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville

With Program Implementation

1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Diversion : . ) Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
er
OCC/Kraft . "545 31 T 577 54% 551 32 582 5.4%
Magazines 63 0 63 0.0% 63 "0 63 0.0%
Mixed Paper 51 -0 511 0.0% 516 0 516 0.0%
Newspaper 296 -0 296 0.0%| 299 0 299 - 0.0%
High Grade 83| - of 8| 0.0% 84 ol 84| 00%
Other Paper , . KX 23 0 “ 344 . 00%] | . 348 0 - 2348 © 7 0.0%
) ' Subtotal| * 1,842 K] | 1,874 1.7%{ | . 1,861 . 32 1,892]  1L7%
itie ) ) T B : - :
HDPE 55 0 551 00% 55 0 55 0.0%
PET . 15 . 4 19 21.1% 15 4 19 21.1%
Film Plastics 193 0 193 0.0% 195 0 195 0.0%
Polystyrene 39 0 39 0:0% 40 0 40 0.0%
Other Plastic 163 0 163 0.0% 164 0 164 0.0%
Subtotal 465 4 469 0.9% 469 4 473 0.9%
35 '
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 C.0%
CA Redemption Value 67 30 - 97 313% 67 31 98 313%
Other Recyclable 110 10 120 84% 111 10 121 8.4%
Other Non-recyclable 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Subtotal 214 40 255 15.9% 216 41 257 15.9%
n -
Aluminum Cans 14 .47 62 77.0% 14 48 62 77.0%
Other Aluminum 15 8 23 34.8% 15 8 23| . 348%
Bi-metal Cans B 0 8 -0.0% 8 0 8 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 95 30 125 4.2% 96 31 126 24.2%
Other Ferrous 206 0 206 0.0% 208 0 208 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 17 0 17 0.0% 17 0 17 0.0%
Subtotal 360 85 445 19.3% 363 87 450 19.3%
4 Waste
Leaves and Grass 697 0 697 0.0% 704 0 704 0.0%
Branches and Brush - 628 0 628 0.0% 635 o 635 0.0%
Subtotal 1,325 0 1,325 0.0% 1,338 0 1,338 0.0%
anics
“Food 5631 -0 563 0.0% - 568 -0 568 0.0%
" Rubber/Tires ! 10 8l 12.5% < T 10 82 12.5%
Wood 479 0 479 0.0%] 434 0] 484 0.0%
Agn. Crop Residue 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Manure 18 0 18 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
Textles/Leather 236 0 236 0.0% 239 0 239 0.0%
Diapers 176 0 176 0.0% 177 0 177 0.0%
Other Organics 112 0 112 0.0%}|: 113 0 113 0.0%
Subtotal 1,688 10 1,698 0.6% 1,705 10 1,715 0.6%
:r Yyastes .
(nert Solids 529 0 529 0.0% 535 0 535 0.0%
Hazardous Waste .26 0 26 0.0% 27 0 27 0.0%
Appliances _ 28| . of ~ 28 0.0% - 29 -0 29 0.0%
Subtotal 584 0 584 0.0% 590 0 590 0.0%
Ash 32 0 32 0.0% 33 0 33 0.0%
sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
ndusuial Sludge - 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0f . 0.0%
\sbestos 0 0 o  00% -0 0 of 0.0%
\uto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%|- "0 0 1] 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 } 0.0% 1 0 1 0.0%
stuffed Fum /Mattresses 117 0 117 0.0%} - 118 0 I8} 0.0%
Subtotal 150 0 150 . 0.0% 152 0 152 0.0%
Total Waste 6,628 172 6,799 25% 6,694 - 173 6,867 2.5%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville

With Program Implementation

1993 ) 1994
WASTE TYPE . Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent. Disposal | Diversion | Genemtion| Percent
aper .
pOCCIl\raft 556 .y 588 54% 562 32 594 5.4%
Magazines 64 0 64 0.0% 65 -0 65 0.0%
Mixed. Paper 521 0 521 0.0% | 5271 . 0 527 0.0%
Newspaper 302 0 302 0.0% 305 0} 305 0.0%
. High'Grade - 34 S0 84 0.0% - . .85, 0 . 85 0.0%
Olhcr Paper ~ ° '351 .0 T35 00% T 355} i 0] .355] 1 00%
' " Subtotal 1,879 32 1911 1.7% 1,898 2] 1930  1.7%
Plastic e ' T ) N o
HDPE 56 0 56 0.0% 56 0 56 0.0%
PET 15 4 200 21.1% 16 4 20 21.1%
Film Plastics 197 0 197 0.0% 199] 0 199 0.0%
Polystyrene 40 0 40 0.0% 41 0 4] 0.0%
Other Plastic 166 0 166 0.0% 168 0 168 0.0%
Subtotal 474 4 478 0.9% 479 4 483 0.9%
tass i : -
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0] 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 68 31 99 313% 69 31 100 31.3%
Other Recyclable 112 10 123 84% 113 10 124 8.4%
Other Non-recyclable 34 0 3 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
) Subtotal . 218 4] 260f 159% 221 42 262 15.9%
Metals _
Aluminum Cans 14 48 63| T7.0% 15 49 63 T1.0%
Other Aluminum 15 8 24 348% 16 8 24] .348%
Bi-metal Cans 8 0 8 00% 8 0 8 0.0%)|-
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 97 31 - 1281 242% 98 31 129 24.2%
Other Ferrous . 210 0 210 0.0% 212 0 212 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 18 0 18 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
Subtotal 367 88 454 19.3% 370 88 459 19.3%
ard Waste .
Leaves and Grass 71t 0 711 0.0% 718 0 gt 0.0%
Branches and Brush 641 0 641 0.0% 647 0 647 0.0%
. Subtotal 1,352 0 1,352 0.0% 1,365 0 1,365 0.0%
- [Organics . i 1 . | .- 1 .
‘1 Food . - 514 o] - 574 | 0.0%| ' 580 ] 580 0.0%|:
' Rubber/Tires T2 10} 82 125% 73 10f 83 12.5%
Wood 488 0 488 0.0% 493 0 493 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 34 0 34 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Manure i9 0 19 0.0%}" 19 0 19 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 241 0 24 0.0% 244 0 244 0.0%
Diapers 179 0 179 0.0% 181 0 181 0.0%
" Other Organics 114 0 114  00% 116 0 116 0.0%
Subtota) 1,722 10 1,732 0.6% 1,739 10 1,749 0.6 %
Other Yastes
Loert Solids 540 0 540 0.0% 545 0 545 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 271 - 0 27 0.0% 27 0 27 0.0%
Appliances 29 0 29 0.0% 29 C 29 0.0%
Subtotal 596 0 5961 0.0% 601 0 601 0.0%
Ash 33 0 33 0.0% 33 0 33 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 .0 0 0.0% o] . 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludgc 0 0 0 0.0% 0] . 0l - 0 0.0%
" Asbestos .0l 0 . 0]. 00% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% of - 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies - 1 ¢ 1 0.0% if . 0 i 0.0%
Stuffed Furm./Maturesses 120 0 120 0.0% 121} "0 121} - 0.0%
' Subtotal 154 0 154  0.0% 155 0 155 ~ 0.0%
Tntal ¥Wacte 6.761 178 6.936 1.5% 6,823 JA77 7,003 2.5%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville
With Program Implementation
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1995 1996
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
> Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
rer
OCC/Kraft 568 33 600 54% 573 33 606 - 54%
Magazines 65 0 65 0.0% 66 0 66 0.0%
Mixed Paper 532 0, 532 0.0% 537 0 537 0.0%
Newspaper 273 35 308 11.4% 276 35 311 11.4%
High Grade 86 .0 86 0.0% 87 0 87 0.0%
Other Paper - - =~ | 3581 -0 358{-- ~ 0.0% 362 .o . . 362 - 0.0%|:
- . *"  Subiotal] - 1,882 68 1,950 3.5% 1,901 68 1,969
stie -~ - - - . : -
HDPE 57 0 57 0.0% 57 0 57 0.0%
PET 12 8 20 41.1% 12 8 20 41.1%
Film Plastics 201 0 201 0.0% 203 0 203 0.0%| .
Polystyrene 41 0 41 0.0% 41 0 41 0.0%
Other Plastic 169 ¢ 169 0.0% 171 0 171 0.0%
Subtotal 479 8 488 1.7% 484 8 493 1.7%
ss
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 32 69 101 67.9% 33 69 102 67.9%
Other Recyclable 93 33 125 26.0% 93 33 126 26.0%
Other Non-recyclable 35 0 35 0.0% 35 0 35 0.0%
Subtotal 164 101 265 38.1% 165 102 268] -38.1%
Aluminum Cans 10 54 64| 848% 10 55 65| 848%
Other Aluminum 16 8 24 M8% 16 8 24 348%
Bi-metal Cans 8 1] 8 0.0% 8 0 8 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 99 32 130 24.2% 100 32 132 24.2%
Other Ferrous 214 0 214 0.0% 217 0 217 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 18 0 18 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
Subtotal 369 94 463 20.4% 373 95 468 204%
d Waste
Leaves and Grass 440 285 725 393% 4415 288 732 39.3%
Branches and Brush 369 285 654 43.6% 372 288 660 43.6%
Subtotal 809 570 1,379 41.3% 817 576 1,393 41.3%
-anics i _ }
Food - oo 585 V] 585 -0.0%[ .. 591 0 591 0.0%
“Rubber/Tires -74 1L 84|, 12:5%) 4 il 85 12.5%
Wood 7 . 498| 0 498 © 0.0% 503 0 503 0.0%
Agrt. Crop Residue 35 0 35 0.0% a5 0 35 0.0%
Manure 19 0 19 0.0% 19 0 i9] - 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 246 0 246 0.0% 248 0 248 0.0%
Diapers 183 0 183 0.0% 185 0 185 . 0.0%
Other Organics 117 0 117 0.0% 118 0 118 0.0%
Subtotal 1,756 11 1,767 0.6% 1,774 11 1,784 0.6%
er vyastes )
Inert Solids 551 0 551 0.0% 556 0 556} 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 27 0 27 0.0% 28 0 28 0.0%
Appliances - 29 of 7 29 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
) Subtotal 607 0 607 0.0% 614 0 614 0.0%
Ash 34 0 34 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%|.
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 ¢ 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 of- 0 . 00%
Auto Bodics 1 "0 L1 0.0% 1 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 122 0 122 0.0% 123 0 123 0.0%
Subtotal 157 0 157} 0.0% 158 -0 158 . 0.0%
" :Total Waste 6,224 852 7,075] 1.0% 6,286 860 7.146 12.0%| -




15 YEAR WASTE GENERAT!ON PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville

With Program lmplementation

. 1997 1998 ‘
WASTE TYPE ' Diversion Diversion
Disposal [ Diversion | Generation| Percent Dispesal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
aper '
OCC/Kraft 5719 33 612} 54% 583 34 618 5.4%
Magazines 66] . 0 66 0.0% 67 0 67 0.0%
Mixed Paper 543 0 543 0.0% 548 0 548 0.0%
Newspaper - 278 36 314 11.4% 281 36 317 11.4%
High Grade - 88 o 88 0.0% 89 0 89 0.0%
Other Paper . 366 o 366 0.0% 369 0 - 369  00%
o - Subtotal} - "1,920] .. 69] 1,989 35%] . 1,939} 70120, 2,009 . 3.5%
lastic: - - - ' N 5 ' Lo
" HDPE ss[. - o - -S58. " 00% 58/ . 4} 58| . - 0.0%|
PET ) 12 8 - 20| 4L1% 12 8 21  4L1%
Film Plastics - 205 0| 205 0.0% 207 0 207 0.0%
Polystyrene 42 0 42 0.0% 42 0 42 0.0%
Other Plastic 173 0 173 0.0% 174 0 174 0.0%
Subtotal - 489 ‘8 497 1.7% 494 8 502 1.7%
lass .
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4] - 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 33 70 103} 67.9% 33 71 104 67.9%
Other Recyclable 94 33 128 26.0% 95 33 129 26.0%
Other Non-recyclable 35 0 35 0.0% .36 0 36 0.0%
Subtotal 167 103 270 38.1% 169 104 273 38.1%
etals
Aluminum Cans 10 55 65 84.8% 10 56 66 84.8%
Other Aluminum 16 9 25 348% 16 9 25 34.8%
Bi-metal Cans 9| . 0 9 0.0% 9 0 9 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 101 32 133 24.2% 102 32 134" 242%
Other Ferrous 219 0 219 0.0% 221 0 221 0.0%
Other Non-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
White Goods 18 0 i8 0.0% 18 0 18 0.0%
Subtotal 377 96 473 20.4% 380 97 478 204%
Yard Waste 3
Leaves and Grass 449 291 740 393% 454 294 747 393%
Branches and Brush 376 291 667 43.6% 380 294 674] ~ 43.6%
Subtotal 825 581 1,407 41.3% 833 587 1,421 41.3%
Organics ' '
Food 597 0 597 0.0% 603 0 603 0.0%
. RubberTires . - - =175, - 11 88  12.5% - 76 I 87 12.5%|
Wood - : 508/ .0 . 508 . 0.0% 513 o 513 0.0%
-Agrl. Crop Residue - .35 - .0}~ 35]- . 0.0% 36 0 36 0:0%
Manure 19 0 19 0.0% 19 ‘0 19 0.0%
Textiles/Leather | 251 0 251 0.0% 253| - 0 253 0.0%
Diapers 187 0 187 0.0% 188 0 188 0.0%
" Other Crganics 119 0 119 0.0% 120 0 120 0.0%
- Subtotal 1,792 11 1,802 0.6% 1,869 11 1,820 0.6%
Other Wastes s ~
Inert Solids 562 0 562 0.0% 567 0 567 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 28 0 28 0.0% 28 .0 28 0.0%
Appliances . 30 0 30 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%| -
Subtotal 620 T 0 620 0.0% 626 0] 626 0.0%
Ash 34 0 34 0.0% 35 0 35 0.0%
Sewage Sludre o 0 0 0.0% 0 o ol 00%
Industnial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% ¢] 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos o , 0 0 0.0% ‘0 ¢ of — 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 o 0 0.0%
_ Auto Bodics 1 o[ . .- 00% 1 0| 1 0.0%
Swfted Fum.‘Matresses 124 0 124 0.0% 126 0 126 0.0%
Subtotal . 160 0 160 0.0% 161 0 161 0.0%
Total Waste 6,349 869 7,218 12.0% 6,412 B77 7.290] " 120%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville
With Program Implementation

1999 2000
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion { Generation] Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
ser
OCC/Kraft | 591 34 624 5.4% 160 470 630 74.6%
Magazines | 68 0 68 0.0% 49 20 69 29.0%
Mixed Paper 553 0 553 0.0% 398 161 559 288%
Newspaper 284 36 320 11.4% 99 224 323 693%
High Grade 90 o - 90| . 0.0%|. 28[" 63 91 - 68.2%
Other Paper® - ' © 373 0 373|. 0.0% . 2690 . 109 - 378 . 288%
Sabtotal| 1,958| - 70). 2,029 3.5% 1,003 1,047|. | 2,050;  511%}
stic - :
HDPE 59 0 59 0.0% 18 42 60 70.0%
PET 12 9 21 41.1% 2 19 21| . 90.5%
Film Plastics 209 0 209 0.0% 150 61 211 28.9%
Polystyrene 43 0 43 0.0% 30 13 43 30.2%
Other Plastic 176 0 176 0.0% 127 51 178 28.7%
Subtotal 499 9 507 1.7% 327 186 513 36.3%
S5 . :
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 34 71 105 67.9% 1 96 107 89.7%
Other Recyclable 96 34 130 26.0% 30 102 132 T1.3%
Other Non-recyclable 36 0 36 C.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Subtotal 170 105 276 38.1% 81 198 279 71.0%
als :
Aluminum Cans 10 57 67 84.8% 7 60 67 89.6%
Otber Aluminum 16 9 25 348% 2 22 24 91.7%
Bi-metal Cans 9 0 9 0.0% 6 2 8 25.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 103 33 136 24.2% 65 72 137 52.6%
Other Ferrous 223 0 223 0.0% 69 156 225 693%
Other Nop-ferrous 4 0 4 0.0% 3 11 4 25.0%
White Goods 19 0 19 0.0% 6 13 19 68.4%
. Subtotal 34 98 482 20.4% 158 326 484 67.4%
1 Waste ‘
Leaves and Grass 458 297 755 393% 234 528 762 69.3%
Branches and Brush.. 384 297 680 43.6% 211 476 687 69.3%
Subtotal 842 593 1,435f 41.3% 445 1,004 1,449 69.3%
aics , ]

- Food" 609 -0 609 -+ 0.0% 438 | 177] - 615 288%
Rubber/Tires 7. |- 87 . 12.5% 7l 1 83 12.5%
Wood" 518 0 518 0.0% 161 363 524 69.3%
Agri. Crop Residue 36 0 36 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Manure 20 0 20 0.0% 20 0 20 0.0%

. Textles/Leather 256 of 256 0.0% 258 0 258 0.0%

Dhapers 190 0 190 0.0% 193 0 193 0.0%

. Jther Organics 121 0 121 0.0% 123 0 123 0.0%

Subtotal 1,828 11 1,838 0.6% 1,306 551 1,857 29.7%

r Wastes

nert Solids 573 0 573 0.0% 177 403 580 69.5%

Jazardous Wastc 28 0 _ 28 0.0% 29 0 29 0.0%

\ppliances 31 0 31 0.0% 31 0 31 0.0%

Subtotal 632 0 632 0.0% 237 403 640} 63.0%

\sh a5 o[ . 35 0.0% 35 0 35 0.0%

ewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 ol . 0.0%

wdustrial Sludge 0 of - 0 0.0% 0 0 0 00%

.sbestos 1] 0 0 0.0%|. 0 0 0 0.0%

wuto Shredder Waste ¢ 0 0 0.0% 0 Y 0 0.0%
wuto Bodies | 1 0 1 0.0% 1 0 o 0.0%] -

tuffed"Fum./Mattrésses 127 0 127} 0.0% 129 0 129 0.0%
Subtotal 163 0 163f - 0.0% 165 0 165 0.0%]| -

Total Waste 6,476 886 7,363 120% 3,722 3,715 7,437 50.0%

—_—

S8

N readinl A A T Rl

T R Sy L

——
%

- -

»




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

"- City of Farmersville

With Program Implementation

2001 2002
‘WASTE TYPE Diversion } Diversion
- Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent Disposal j Diversion | Generation| Percent
peOCC/Kraft 162 475 636 74.6% 163 479 643 74.6%
" Magazines 49 20 70 29.0% 50 20 70 29.0%
Mixed Paper . 402 163 565 28.8% 406 164 570 28.8%
Newspaper . . 100 226 -326] - 69.3% 101 229 329 693%
High-Grade - 28) & .92 69.2% .29 - 6% 93 69.2%
" Othier Paper - . 272 L0 - "0 382( - 288% S 274y . M11f . .386)  28.8%|. -
' o Subtotal] . 1,013] 1,087 2,071 51.1%| T1,023] 0 1,068 - 2,091F . SL1%]. .
astic - " - R - oo
HDPE 18 42 61  70.0% 18 43 61| < 700%
PET 2 19 21 90.5% 2 19 21 90.5%
Film Plastics 152 62 213 28.9% 153 62 215 289%
Polystyrene 30 13 43|  302% 31 13 44|  302%
Other Plastic 128 52 180 287% 130 52 182 28.7%
T Subtotal 330 188 518 36.3% IN 190 523 36.3%
Glass
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value k) 97 08! 89.7% 11 98 105 89.7%
Other Recyclable 30 103 133 T3% 31 4 135 TI3%|
Orther Non-recyclable 36 0 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Subtotal 82 200 282 71.0% 83 202 285 71.0%
Metals .
Aluminum Cans 7 61 ] 89.6%| 7 61 68 89.6%
Other Aluminum 2 22 24 91.7% 2 22 24 01.7%
Bi-metal Cans 6 2 8] 250% 6 2 8 25.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 66 73 138 52.6% 66 3 140 52.6%
Other Ferrous 70 158 227 69.3% 70 159 230 69.3%
Other Non-ferrous 3 i 4 25.0% 3 1 4 25.0%
White Goods 6 13 - 19 68.4% 6 13 19 68.4%
Subtotal 160 329 4891 674% 161 333 494 61.4%
Yard Waste .
Leaves and Grass 236 533 T 693% 239 539 777 693%
Branches and Brush 213 481 694 693% 215 486 701 69.3%
Subtotal . 449 1,014 1,46} 69.3% 454 1,024 1,478] 69.3%
rgamcs T o N . .
. Food - 442 179 - G621, 288% 47 181 627 28.8%
‘RubbeﬂTtres C T8y -1 B9l 12.5% TT9 11 20 125%
Wood 163 367 529 © 69.3%| - 164 370 535 69.3%].
Agn. Crop Residue 36 0 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Manure 20 0 20 0.0%) 20 0 20 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 261 0 261 0.0% 263 ¢ 263 0.6%
Diapers 195 0 195 0.0% 197 0 197 0.0%
"Other Organics 124 0 124 0.0% 125 0 125 0.0%
Subtotal 1,319 557 1,876) 29.7% 1,332 562 1,894 29.7%
Other Wastes ‘ .
Inert Solids 179 47 586 69.5% 181 411 592 69.5%
Hazardous Waste 29 . 0 29 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
Appliances 31 0 31 0.0% 32 0 32 0.0%
. : Subtotal 239 407 646] 63.0% 242 411 6531 63.0%
Ash 35 0 35 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 T 0 0 0.0% 0 0 8l-—. 0.0%
Asbestos a G 0 0.0% 0 g G 0.0%
Auto Shreddur Waste Y 0 0 0.0% 9 -0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodics . ] 0 1 0.0% 1 - ol 1 0.0%
Stuffcd Fum./Mattresses 130 0 130 -0.0% 132} - - D 132 0.0%
Subtotal 167 0f 167 0.0% . 168 0 168 0.0%
Total Waste 3759 3,782 7511 50.0% 3,797 3,790 7,586; 50.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Farmersville

With Program Implementation’

. 2003 2004
WASTE TYPE . Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion [ Generation| Percent

wr .

OCC/Kraft 165 484 649 74.6% 166 489 656 74.6%].
Magazines 50 21 7 29.0% 51 21 72 29.0%
Mixed Paper 410 166| . 576 28.8% 414 168 582 288%
Newspaper 102 231 333 69.3% 103 233 336 69.3%

" High Grade 29 65 94 69.2% 29 66|. . 95 69.2%

* Other Paper . . 2771 . -112{ - 389 -288%|. ["- .280f - -113[ - 393 28.83%|

Subtotal 1,033 1,079{- 2,112|- 51.1% 1,044 " 1,090 2,133} 51.1%
itic . - - . - - B -
HDPE 19 43 62 70.0%]| 19} 44 62 70.0%
PET 2 20 22 90.5% 2 20 22 90.5%
Film Plastics 155 63 217 28.9% 156 63 220 28.9%
Polystyrene 31 13 44 30.2% 31 14 45 30.2%
Other Flastic 131 53 183 28.7% 132 53 185 28.7%
Subtotal 337 192 529 36.3% 340 194 53 36.3%
35 :
Refillable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0% 4 0 4 0.0%}
CA Redemption Value It 99 110 89.7% 11 100 111 89.7%
Other Recyclable 31 105 136 773% 31 106 137 77.3%
Other Non-recyciable 37 0 37 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Subtotal 83 204 287 71.0% 84 206 2%0 71.0%
als
Aluminum Cans 7 62 69 89.6% 7 62 70 89.6%
GOther Aluminum 2 23 25 91.7% 2 23 25 91.7%
Bi-metal Cans ' 6 2 8 25.0% 6 2 8 25.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 67 74 141 52.6% 68 75 143 52.6%
Other Ferrous 71 161 232 69.3% 72 162 234 693%
Otker Non-ferrous 3 1 4 25.0% 3 1 4 25.0%
White Goods 6 13 20 68.4% 6 14 20 68.4%
Subtotal 163 336 499 67.4% 164 339 504 67.4%| -
1 Waste
Leaves and Grass 241 54 785 69.3% 24| 549 793 69.3%
Braoches aod Brush 217 490 708 69.3% 220 495 715 69.3%
’ Subtotal 458 1,034 1,493 69.3% 463 1,045 1,508 69.3%
wics ] _ ‘

" Food o B 451]. 182] 634 28.83% 456 184 640 28.8%
Rubber/Tires - 79 -1 91 -12.5% - B0 11 92 12.5%
‘Wood . . 166 3N 540 69.3%|° 168 : 378 545 693%
Agr. Crop Residue 37 ¢ 37 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Manure - 2i 0 21 0.0% 21 0 21 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 266 0 266 0.0% 268 0 268 0.0%
Diapers 199 0 199 0.0% 201 0 201 0.0%
Jther Organics - 127 0 127 0.0% 128 .0 128 0.0%

. Subtotal 1,346 568 1913 29.7%| 1,359 573 1,932 29.7%
r Wastes
‘nert Solids 182 415 598 69.5% 184 419 604 69.5%) -
Jazardous Wasle 30 0 30 0.0% 30 o 30 0.0%
Appliances 32 0 « 32 0.0% 32 0 32 0.0%
Subtotal 244 415 659 63.0% 247 419 666 63.0%
\sh . 36 0 36 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
rewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
adustrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
wsbestos 0 0 t] 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%| -
uto Shredder Waste 0 .0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
\ute Bodies ) 1 0 n - 0.0% ! 0 ! 0.0%
wuffed Fum./Maturesses 133 0 133 0.0% 134 0 134 0.0%
Subtotal 170 of 170 0.0% 172 0 172 0.9%
Tota]l Waste 3,335 3,828 7,662 50.0% 3,873 3,866 7,739 50.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS
City of Farmersville-With Program Implementation

200=
WASTE TYPE - Diversion
’ Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
aper / :
OCCiKraft 168 494 662 74.6%
Magazines 51 21 T3 29.0%
Mixed Paper - 418/ - 169 588 28.8%
Newspaper 104 235 339 69.3%
" High Grade 29 66 9%6| 69.2%
Other Paper 283 157 © - 39717 "28.8%
. -- Subtotal{*  1,054] 1,100 2,155 5.1%
lastic ) R .
HDPE 19 44 63 70.0%
PET 2 20 22 90.5%
Film Plastics 158 64 222" 289%
Polystyrene 32 14 45 30.2%
Other Plastic 133 5 187 28.7%
Subtotal 3N 195 539 36.3%
lass
Refiliable Beverage 4 0 4 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 12 101 112 89.7%
Other Recvclable 32 107 139 T1.3%
Other Non-recyclable 38 0 38 0.0%
} Subtotal 8s 208 293 71.0%
Metals
Alominum Cans 7 63 70 £9.6%
Other Alumigum 2 23] 25 91.7%
Bi-metal Cans 6 2 8 25.0%
Stee! Food & Bev. Cans 68 76 144 52.6%
Other Ferrous 73 164 236 69.3%
Other Noa-ferrous | 3 1 4 25.0%
White Goods 6 14 20 68.4%
Subtotal 166 M3 509 67.4%)
ard Waste ‘ .
Leaves and Grass 246 555 801 693%
Branches and Brush 222 500 722 69.3%
Subtotal 468 1,055 1,523| 69.3%
rganics - AN . -
Food - : - 460 " 186 646l . 28.8%|
BubberTires T8l T12( "92{ . 12.5%
Wood 169 382 - 551 69.3%
Agri. Crop Residue 38 0 38 0.0%
Manure 21 0 21 0.0%
Texules/Leather 27 0 271 0.0%
Diapers 203 0 203 0.0%|
- Other Organics 129 0 129 0.0%
Subtotal 1,373 579 1,952 29.7%
ther Wastes
Inert Solids 186 424 610 69.5%
Hazardous Waste 30 . 0 30 0.0%
Appliances 33 0 33 0.0%
Subtotal 249 424 67) 63.0%
Ash 37 0 37 0.0%
Sewage Sludge o 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Wasie 0 0 0 00%
- Auto Bodies | 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Furn./Mattresses 136 .0 136 0.0%
_ Subtotal 173 af 173 0.0%
- Total Waste 3,912 3,905 7,816 50.0%
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Local Assistance and_Planning Committee
February 9, 1994

AGENDA ITEM # &

ITEM: . Consideration of Petition for Reduction in the
Diversion Requirements fo;_;he_City of Lindsay.. L

BACKGROUND :

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41780 requires that each city
and county divert 25 percent of its waste from landfills by 1995
and 50 percent by the year 2000. Source Reduction and Recycling
Elements (SRRE) are prepared by the cities and counties as a
planning guide for meeting the diversion mandates (PRC Section
41000 and 41300). The SRREs describe the programs which a -
jurisdiction will use to achieve 25 percent and 50 percent
diversion. PRC Section 41782 allows the California Integrated -
Waste Management Board (Board) to grant reductions in planning
and diversion requirements. Section 18775 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), identifies the
qualifications that a jurisdiction must meet to petition the
Board for a reduction in the requirements.

An incorporated city must have specific characteristics in order
to petition for a reduction. The required characteristics are:

1. a gecographic area of less than 3 square miles;
- or
a population density of less than 1500 people per
square mile; and

2. a waste generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards
. .per day or 60 tons.per day.;_

. Requested Reductiohs . ..
. The City of Linasay is requesting a reduction of the 1995
diversion reguirements to 13.5 percent.

ANALYSIS:

City Characterigtics

The City of Lindsay is located in Tulare County, in the southeast
portion of the San Joaquin Valley. This area is predominantly
flat, but is bounded on the east by the foothills of the Sierra
Nevada mountains. The City is adjacent to the rural,
unincorporated area of Tulare County. The City is primarily an
agricultural-based economy with 10 crange packing houses, an
crange juice plant and a marmalade plant. The jobs associated
with-these employers are primarily low-skill and low-wage.  The
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two largest employers in the City closed in 1992, significantly
impacting the economic base of the city. Jobs in the school,
government, and health care system are the high-skill and high-
wage jobs available within the City. The City of Lindsay has a
- median household income of $20,773 and a population of 8,825.

The City of Lindsay meets the crlterla to petition ‘the. Board for .
reduced diversion and/or plannlng requireménts. ‘The City of ‘
Lindsay has an area of 2.4 square miles, and a waste géneration’

rate of 25.6 tons per day.

Seplid Waste Collection _and Disposal

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities in the
City. Most of the solid waste generated in the City is disposed
of at the Woodville Disposal Site, 11 miles southwest cof the
City.

Allied Disposal has an exclusive franchise contract with the City

of Lindsay, through December 1994, for the collection of solid

waste generated in the City. Subscription to Allied Disposal’s

service is mandatory and all residential and commercial customers

are billed for the service by the City. The City of Lindsay'’s’

Public Works Department also provides special pick-up service :

year-round and leaf pick-ups in the fall and winter of each year. .

Current Diversion Programs

Currently 457 tons per year, or 4.9 percent of the City’s waste,
is diverted from disposal through source reduction and recycling.
Most of the current diversion is the result of the citizens of
Lindsay using other jurisdictions’ programs.

‘;The follow1ng table summarizes the dlver51on activities and _
quantities diverted in 1990. e . L. v

b2



Local Assistance and Planning Committee Agenda Item #_%
~February 9, 1994 - Page 3

Diversion by Material Type
Tone per Year

Material Total | Diversion | Residential Non
o S AR - . ' .| Residential
occ/Kraft - 247 |  2.64% 0 247
Mixed Paper 0.02% 0 2
| PET 3 0.03% 3 0
Other Plastic -0.01% 0 1
CRV Glass 26 0.28% : 26 ' 0
Other Glass ) 0.09% 9 0
Aluminum Cans 88 0.94% 88 0
Other Aluminum 12 0.13% 0 12
Other Ferrous 43 . 0.46% 0 43
White Goods 14 0.15% 0 14
Wood 12 0.13% 0 12
Totals . 457 4.88%44_ 126 331

'Existing Diversion Programg

> California Certified Redemption Centers.

> Landfill salvage program {(recovered from self-haul loads).
> Reduced tipping fee for clean loads of yard waste.
» Commercial/Industrial programs that collect cardboard, mixed

-paper, mlxed plastic, and- wood pallets

o The 1n1t1a1 Solld Waste Generatxon Study 1dent1fled 459 tons of

waste material as diverted by .these and other programs in 1990;

- this represents 4.9 percent of the waste generated in the»City.

This includes 2 tons per year of inert solids, which have been

excluded from the base year waste diversion levels as specified

in PRC 41781.2. The exclusion of these 2 tons does not
significantly affect the base year diversion rate of 4.9 percent
for the City.

Proposed Diversion

The City plans on maintaining existing diversion programs. 1In
addition, the City plans on implementing new programs to increase
diversion levels to 13.5 percent. The following programs will be
targeted by the City: .
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> Pursue the development of a source separated yard waste
collection and processing program. The yard waste
collection program was identified in and selected from the
original preliminary draft SRRE. The City.of Lindsay found
this program to be the most effective in diverting large
amounts of waste whlle keeplng the flscal realltles fac1ng
+ the City inh mind. } .

'>» . Promote publlc education programs aSSOC1ated with the yard
waste program. ;

> Develop plans for a curbside collection program for CA
redemption value cans and bottles as well as promote the use
of the CA Certified Redemption Center that serves the City.

> Develop a newspaper collection and drop off program with the
local school.

> Utilize the materials from the media kits provided by the
CIWMB, to the extent practical.

> As new markets for materials become available through the

Recycling Market Development Zone, the City will investigate -

the feasibility of diverting materials to such facilities. .
> The City is also continuing to monitor purchasing decisions

to encourage the purchase of materials and products that are
recycled, that have minimal packaging, are supplied in bulk,
and are reusable, recyclable and divertable.

Propogsed Planning and Diversion Reductions

Reduction in the diversion requlrements
The City -of Llndsay ‘Tequéests-that the diversion level
- required for the short-term plahning period (1991 1995)
be reduced from 25 percent to 13.5 percent

The City is requesting this reduction for the followlng reasons:

- a) The cost of implementing additional diversion programs
will be a significant hardship for the City due to the lack
“of funding associated with the small size and waste
generation of the City (see table summarizing the current
Solid Waste budget for the City).

b) The City does not have the staff to pursue extensive

diversion programs. The Public Works Director is the staff
assigned for the City’s solid waste activities.
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¢) The City of Lindsay has primarily an agricultural-based
"économy, and has a lack of commercial and industrial
enterprises that could provide waste streams that are easily
and economically targeted for diversion programs.

E dlng

.The SOlld Waste Budget for the" City of Llndsay is-funded through
monthly billings for service on residential and commercial solid
waste collection accounts, as well as a 23 percent franchise fee.
These services and franchlse fee raise $514,000 annually (see
table below). An additieonal $50,000 is proposed to fund the yard
waste collection and processing program through a proposed $1.90 .
a month surcharge on residential solid waste collection accounts.
The surcharge is currently being studied and should become
effective in early 1994. Even with the extra revenue from the
surcharge the Solid Waste budget expenditures exceed annual
revenues by $10,000, for fiscal year 1993-94, leaving a deficit
in the Solid Waste budget.

The proposed yard waste diversion program is anticipated to cost
between $4.50 and $5.00 per household per month. The City
estimates that diversion programs to meet the full 25 percent
diversion goal would add an additional $128, 700 to annual
operating costs.

City of Lindsay - Solid Waste Budget
Fiscal Year 1593-54

Revenues B $564.000
Disposal Charges 510,000
Special Pickups -~ .. - .. 0o L 3,700
Misc. Receipts - - - - N " 300
Recycling Fee - ' ' ' 50,000
Expenses ' $574,065
.Salary 42,900
‘Ovenime - 1,000 j"
Benefits 18,800
Dept. Operating Supplies 4,000 i
Shop Supplies . 200
Vehicle Fuel & Oil ) ) 1,200 |
Vehicle Allowance ) ' 240
Vehicle Repair & Maintenance ‘ 3,500
_mall Tools/Equipment 200
Contract Services: Allied Disposal ‘ - . - 372,000 ||
. C:menunications, GTE ' L : ' _ 1,000 "
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Insuranee 5,675
Repair & Maintenance Services 600
Other Services & Charges . 1,500
Dues & Subscriptions Coo- 50
Training & Meetings . 200
‘Franchise Fee Expense o ) T T - .. . ©o 240000
Yard Waste Program & Recycling Pickup . R ; _ . 50,000 | © - o
Capital Qutlay-Improvements (other than buildings) ' 5,000 -
__Capital Ourlay-Alley Repair " 40.000 |

taff Analyeis

City Staff

Responsibility for administering the solid waste activities and
waste management programs within the City of Lindsay is placed
solely upon the Public Works Director. The tasks of bookkeeping
for billing and collection, and administration for franchise

' contract services are provided by appropriate city staff. Duties
of the Public Works Director are summarized below.

City of Lindsay-Public Works Director . S .
> Responsible for fourteen City functions beside solid waste

including: parks, water services, wastewater, buildings,
landscape districts, and agricultural irrigation.

> Plans and directs all solid waste activities within the City
limits.

> Responsible for-the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
- c0mp11ance activities. -

The Clty of Llndsay belleves, based on thelr 1ow population and
volume of solid waste, limited funding and staff, and lack of
local markets for recyclables that they will be able to reach an
alternative diversion goal of 13.5 percent goal for the short
term period. .

Board staff believe that the request for a reduction of the
short-term goal to 13.5 percent is a reasonable request
considering the demographic and economic characteristics of the
City of Lindsay.

Conclusion

The City of Lindsay qualifies, under the conditions of PRC
Section 41782 and 14 CCR Section 18775, to petition for a

b
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reduction in the diversion requirements. 14 CCR Section 18775
requires the petltlonlng jurlsdlctlon to provide the following
1nformatlon in its petltlon

1. A general description of existing dlsposal and

diversion systems,,includlng documentation .of . the types”,""

7 and quantities of waste disposed and dlverted

2. Identlflcatlon of the spec1f1c reductlons being -

requested (i.e., planning and/or diversion
requirements) ; :
3. Documentation of why attainment of diversion and

planning requirements is not feasible; and

4. The planning and diversion requlrements that are
achievable, and why.

Board staff have reviewed the petition from Lindsay and found
that it complies with these requirements. Based on the
information provided in the petition, Board staff believe that
the diversion reduction requested by Lindsay is justified.

Board stcaff have worked with the consultant for the City of
Lindsay in the preparation of the petition. The current and
proposed programs outlined in the City’s preliminary draft SRRE
and petition demonstrate the City’s commitment to meeting the
intent of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989. The City
of Lindsay has asked for the reduction based on limited staffing
and a lack of funds for implementing diversion programs. The
City has sufficiently demonstrated both of these conditions.

v

ZSTAFF COMMENTS

Board staff recommend that the Commlttee con51der the City of
Lindsay’s petition for reductlon in the dlver51on reguirements to
13.5 percent.
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ATTACHMENTS

1. Copy of 14 CCR Section 18775
2. City of Lindsay reduction petition
3. Board Resolution # 94-

'Brepared by:_Trevor M, Aﬁdergog»xﬁgk*L Phone'(916Y'25513309,7'

Reviewed by: Toni Galloway 2 Phone (916) " 255-2653

Reviewed by:

. N CL "
Reviewed by: Dorothy Rice JII’,_‘ A 1L~ Phone (916) 255-2206 .
.Legal Review: ﬁé Date/Time ?.’\‘;Qw.. /33/79‘

-
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
RESOLUTION # 94-31

FOR THE REDUCTION OF DIVERSION
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CITY OF LINDSAY

Title 14, Division 7, Chapter 9, Section 18775

: WHEREAS Public Resources Code Section 41782 allows
- reductions' in the diversion. and planning .reguirements.

' - .specified in Public Resources ‘Code Section 41780, if a'ﬂ’
city or county can demonstrate that. achievement of the :

mandated requlrements is not feasible due to
geographical size or low population density, and small
waste generation rates; and

WHEREAS, Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations, Section 18775 allows for qualifying
jurisdictions to petition the Board for reductions in
planning and diversion goals mandated by Public
Resources Code Section 41780; and

WHEREAS, the Board has IECElVEd a petition for
reductions in the diversion requirements from the City
of Lindsay; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lindsay qualifies based on
geographic size, population density, and small waste
generation rates to petition the Board for specified
reductions; and

WHEREAS, the Board has found that the request for
reduction in diversion requirements to allow the City
of Lindsay to achieve a 13.5 percent level of waste
diversion by January 1, 1995 is reasonable; and

. WHEREAS,'.the City has complied with Public Resources

Code Section 41782, and Title 14 of the California Code

of Regulations, Section 18775; and

WHEREAS, the Integrated Waste Management Local
Assistance and Planning Committee approved the staff
recommendation to allow the City of Lindsay to reduce
the short term diversion goals from 25 percent to 13. 5
percent;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby
rvants the reduction in diversion requirements for the
Uity of Lindsay to 13.5 percent for January 1, 1995.
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BE IT FURTHER RESQOLVED, that if the City SRRE has not
been locally adopted and submitted to the Board by the
deadline set in statute; or, if the City SRRE is not
approved by the Board pursuant to the provisions of
Chapter 7, Part 2, of Division 30 of the Public
Resources Code (commencing with Section 41800), then
the diversion reductions granted above shall be deemed
revoked.

CERTIFICATION

The under51gned Executlve Director of the Callfornla Integrated :
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing-is -

a full, true and correct copy of a resolution 'duly and regularly

adopted by the California Integrated Waste Management Board on
February 23, 199%4.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director
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Section 18775. Reduction in Diversion and Planning Requirements.

(@) A city or county may petition the Board, at a public hearing, to reduce the diversion requiremenis specified in
Public Resources Code section 41780, and planning requirements. To petition for a reduction, the city or county shall
present verification to the- Board which indicates that achievement of the requirements is not feasible due to small
geographic size or low population density of the city or county and the small quantity of waste it generaies. To qualify
0 peuuon for a reduction in the diversion and planning requirernents, a city or county must meet the following :

(1) For an incorporated city, a geographic area of less than 3 square miles or a population density of less than
1500 people per square mile and a waste generation rai¢ of less than 100 cubic yards per day or 60 tons per
day.

(2) For the unincorporated area of a county, a geographic area of less than 1500 square miles or a population
densiry of less than 10 people per square mile and a waste gencranon rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day
-or 60 tons per day.

b) Based on information prcsemcd at the hcanng, the Board may estabhsh rcduccd dlvcrsmn requxrcmems and '
aliernative, but less comprehensive, pldnning requirements. A.petitioner may identify those ‘specific planning.’
requirements from which it wants 10 be relieved and provide justification for the reduction. Examples of reduced
planning requirements could include, but would not be limited to, reduced requirements for solid waste generation
studies, and reduced requirements and consolidation of specific component requirements. These reduced planning
requirements, if granted, must ensure compliance with Public Resources Code section 41782,

(¢) Cities and counties requesting a reduction in the diversion and planning requirerients must include the following
" information in the reduction petition:

(1) A general description of the existing disposal and diversion systents, including documentation of the ypes
and quantities of waste disposed and diveried. Documentation sources may include, but are not limited to, the
following:

(A) Solid Waste Generation or Characterization Studies;
(B) Diversion daia from public and private recycling operations;

(C} Current year waste loading information from penmncd solid waste facilities used by the ‘
jurisdiction;

(2) Identification of the specific reductions being requested (i.e. diversion or planning requirements or both);

(3) Documentation of why attainment of mandated diversion-and planning requirements is not feasible.
Examples of documentation could include, but are not limited to:

(A) Evidence from the documentation sources specified in _pa:a‘graph (c)(1) of this section;

(B) Verification of existing solid waste budget revenues and expenses from the duly authorized
deSIgnalcd reprcscmauve of the cuy or county;

)] 'l'he planning or dwcrsmn rcquxrcmcms that the cuy or coumy fcels are achlevablc and why.

(d) Cmes and counties whxch p-euuon thé Board and receive 2 reduction- in the diversion and planning rcquuements
pursuant to this section, shall fully address the following issues in an annual report submitted to the Board within 90
days of the anniversary date Lhe reduction was originally granted, and each year thereafter until the Board-mandated
dwcrsuon levels are met:

(1) the ciy or county’s current activities 10 establish and maintain source reduction and recyclmg
programs;

2) changes in demographics in the city or county;

(3 changes in types and amounts of waste generated in the city or county;

(4) changes in funding sources for implementing the Elements or Plan;

(5 changes in markets for the city or county's recyclables.

() The Board may, upon review of the annual repor, find that a revision or revocation of the reduction is necessary.
The Board shall present any such findings at a public hearing.

{f) If a regional agency is named in a regional agreement as the responsible entity for the achievement of the diversion
requirements specified in PRC section 41780, neither the regional agency nor any member of the reglonal agency will be
eligible for a reduction in the diversion requlrcmenls of PRC section 41780. . - . .

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 40502, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 41782, 41783 l.hrough -1,
41786 and 41802, 40973 Public Resources Code.
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1.0 SUMNDMARY

The City of Lindsay is committed to cooperating with the State to achieve the intentions of AB 939.
However, because of the fiscal impacts of other State-mandated programs, the small population
* base of the City, limited City staff and financial resources, and limited commercial and industrial

busmesses with'corresponding significant waste vohimes;-the City of Lmdsay will nol be ableto

’ feambly achieve a:25% diversion rate by 1995. As an alternative, the City proposes to implement’
targeted programs that it believes to be feasible and effective in producing a 13.5% diversion rate

by 1995.

The City of Liﬁdsay hereby petitions the California Integrated Waste Management Board and
requests that the Board consider the conditions facing -the City and approve its petition for an

al'ernative diversion program.

2-..0 ELIGIBILITY TO PETITION THE BOARD

The City of Lindsay meets the criteria established by the CIWMB regulations for filing this
petition: '

Geographic Area! 2.4 square miles
Waste Generation Rate (1990)2 25.6 tons/day (43 cubic yards)

Sources: ! Tom McCurdy, Director, City of Lindsay Public Works Departmeat.
2 Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Lindsay, April 1992.

3.0 “TYPE-OF PETITION _
3.1 Short-Term Planning Period
The City of Lindsay requests that the diversion level for.the short term planning period (1991 -

1995} be reduced from 25% to 13.5% because it cannot feasibly meet the diversion requirements in

an efficient and cost effective manner.

-

3.2 Medium-Term Planning Period

The City also does not believe that is can feasibly meet the medium-term (1996-2000) diversion
requirement of 50% in an efficient and cost effective manner and intends to petition the CIWMB

prior to the year 2000 for a reduction in its medium-term diversion requirements. .

City of Lindsay - CNWADB Petition . ) . Page |




4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 Geographic Setting and Physical Characteristics
“The City of Lindsay is located in Tulare County, in the southeast portion of the San Joaquin
Valley. This area is predominantly flat, but is bpundcd on the east by the foothills of the Sierra

Nevada mountain chain. The City of Lindsay is 2.4 square miles in area and is surrounded by the

‘rural, unincorporated area of Tulare .Coilpty. BEE

4.2 Population and Housing

The 1993 population of the Ci ty of Lindsay is estimated at 8,825 persons (California Department -

of Finance Report 93 E-1, Population Estimates for California Cities and Counties, Official State
Estimates, May 1993). The housing units in the City of Lindsay include 1818 single-family units,
644 multi-family units, 188 mobile homes, and 28 other residential units (State Census Data
Cenier, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Surminary Tape File 1, Complete Tables).

4.3 Economy

The City of Lindsay. currently has an agricultural-based economy with approximately ten orange
packing houses which together employ the largest number of persons in the City. An orange juice
" plant and a marmalade plant are also part of the agricultural-based economy. Jobs in the
agricultural-based sector are primarily low-skill and low-wage. Jobs in the school, government,
and health care sectors are the primary high-skill, high-wage paying jobs available within the City.
The median household income-in 1989 was $20,773 (U.S. Census of 1990).

"The vo largesl' éihployérs in the Cit)} closed m 1992 significantly impacting the economic base of
* the City. Lindsay Olive which formerly was the largest employer in the City with approximately

450 employvees closed and filed for bankruptcy in 1992. General Cable, a manufacturer of

telephone cable, and the second largest employer with approximately 140 employees also closed in
1992.

In the commercial sector, there aré between 60 and 80 commercial retail and restaurant
establishments, between 30 and 40 office type uses, and approximately 25 medical-related offices

in the Citv. Currently, the downtown commercial area has a vacancy rale of approximately 20%,

and a shopping center located near the City boundary has about 6 vacancies out of the 15 retail
units. Becuuse residents tend to shop in the nearby Citics of Visalia-and Porterville, the City has

Cirv of Lindsas - CIWMB Petition - : ' Page 2
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cxperienced a significant reduction in retail sales tax revenue (Personal communication with Scott .

Townsend, Planning Department, City of Lindsay, September 21, 1993).

The following Iis£s the largest private sector employel‘"s in the City of Lindsay with their respective

employment figures:

. «' +Hit Products Corporation” (ifrigation equipment). © . 75
« California Citrus Pulp Co. (marmalade-base processor)  18-70
o Harvest Container Co., Inc. (boxes, corrugated) 50
« California Citrus Producers (fruit juices, frozen) 40-45
» Brogdex Company (chemical preparations) 138-48
« Lindsay Olive Growers (olives packaged in cans, jars) 35
s Select Design Manufactures '(f urniture manufacturer) 35
« Apache Plastics LP (plastics, pipe) - 25.
« Arts Custom Cabinets, Inc. {(wood kitchen cabinets) 16-25

« Chapman Welding Works (machine shop)

« Lindsay Cabinets (wood kitchen cabinets)

» Lindsay Gazette (newspapers)

« Mt Whitney Litho, Inc." (lithographing/printing)
» Select Meat Co. (meat processor)

e Ag2000 (agricultural supplier)

W oAk b W0

4.4 Solid Waste Generation and Management’

Solid Was;e"nge}étion“

An Initial Solid Waste Generation Study was completed for the City pursuant to Article 6.1 of the
Planning Guidelines issued by the CIWMB. The results of the study' are summarized in Table' 1.

City of Lindsay - CIWMB Petition - . ' . S Page 3'



Table 1

SOLID WASTE GISI\'EIU\'I'IOI\’1
(Tons/Year - 1990) .

. l Source * Disposed Diverted incinerated Generated
'Residential 3ss o1 o s e
Conunercial 2,165 - 3312 332 0. . 2832
Industnial 496 0 - 4] . 496
Self-Haul 2380 0 0 2380
Total 8,567 : 457 336 9,360

! Solid Waste Generation data has been modified to exclude inert solids diverted through 2n asphalt

recyclmn program pursuant to AB 2494,
2 Represents all non-residential diversion or incineration inciuding industrial and self-haul.

Source: Source Redugtion and Recyeling Element, City of Lindsay, April 1992,

The Ininal Solid Waste Generation Study prepared for the City was part of a joint-regional study -

conducted for all jurisdictions in Tulare County. The waste disposal characterization study was
performed using a quantitative field methodology. Waste disposal quantities were obtained
through County disposal records and quantity records (rom Allied Disposai, the City's contract
waste hauler. Residential and commercial loads for the region were samplied and sorted to
determine the composilion of wastes disposed of. Industrial/roll-off loads and self-haul loads for
the region were visually surveyed to determine the composition of wastes disposed of. Waste
. dnersmn quantities were determmcd usmg junsdrctlon specific data from various diversion

: programs and recveling facmues

Disposal Sites

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities or sites in the City of Lindsay. The
Woodville Disposal Site, located approximately 11 miles southwest of the City in the
unincorporated arca of Tulare County, serves as the primary disposal site for waste generated
within the City. The landfill is owned and operated by Tulare County. .

Colicction Services

. Allied Disposal has an exclusive franchise contract through December 1994 with the City of
~ Lindsav for the collection of solid waste disposed of in the City. Subscription to Allied Disposal’s

Puge + .
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service is mandatory and all residential and commercial customers are billed for the service by the
City. Collection services provided by Allied Disposal are automated and all residential and some
commercial customers are provided with 100-gallon automatic containers. Other commercial

customers use one-, two-, three-, and six-yard bins.

The City of Lmdsa\ s Public Works Department also prowdes special p:ck-up service year -round
and leaf p1cl~. ups tn the fa}l and winter of each year Co :

Current Diversion Activities

The [nitial Solid Waste Generation Study identified waste diversion quantities by collecting‘

jurisdiction-specific diversion data from various diversion programs and recycling facilities.

Diversion programs identified include the following:

+ Califomnia Certified Redemption Centers buy-back programs which collect PET California
redemption value (CRV) containers, glass CRV and other glass food and beverage
containers, and aluminum cans.

+ Commercial/industrial programs that collect cardboard, mixed paper, mixed plastic, and
wooden pallets for recycling.

« A Landili salvage program at the Woodville Disposal Site which recovers other aluminum
metals, other ferrous metals, and white goods from self-haul loads for recycling.

+ Inert solids are diverted through an asphalt salvage program prior to reaching a disposal site.

* A reduced tipping fee is charged at the Woodville Disposal-Site for disposal of clean loads of
vard and wood waste. These materials are processed and used as fuel for biomass or
cogeneration plants.

The Initial Solid Waste Generdtion Study identified 459 tons of waste materials that were diverted
by these programs in 1990; this represents 4.9% of the waste generated in the City. Table 2
presents a summary of the diversion activity by material type. Another 320 tons of yard waste and
16 tons of tires were diverted to transformalion facilities in 1990.
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Table 2 -

DIVERSION BY MATERIAL TYPE
(Tons/Year - 1990}

' . )
- Material . .- © Residential Non-Residentiat
Mixed Paper - A N 2.
Other Plastic 0 1
CRV Glass 26 (i}
Other Glass 9 0
Alumioum Cans &8 1]
Other Alumitum 0 12
Other Fervous ' 0 43
White Goods 0 14
Wood 0 12
Inert Solids ¢ 2
Total 126 . 333

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Lindsay, April 1992.

Assembly bill 2494 (Sher), Statutes of 1992, changed the method by which compliance with the
diversion requirements is determined from a generation based method to a disposal based method.
Assembly bill 2494 also specifies that for the purposes of determining the base amount of solid
waste {from which the diversion requirements are calculated, “solid waste” does not inciude the

diversion of agricultural wastes, inert solids, white goods, and scrap metals unless all three of the

" following criteria are met: -

"(1} The cily,' county or rcéi'oﬂal' agénC)' de}n‘bn_élralcs that the material sas
diverted from a permitted disposal facility through an action by the city, county, or
regional agency which specifically resulted in the diversion. '

(2) The city, county, or regional agency demonstrates that, prior to January 1,
1990, the solid waste which 1s claimed to have been diverted was disposed of at a
permitied disposal facility in the quantity being claimed as diversion.

(3) The city, county, or regional agency is implementing, and will continue to
implement, source reduction-recycling, and composting programs, as described in
its source reduction and recycling element”. .

Based on lhc_ provisions of AB 2494, the diversion quantities of other aluminum and other ferrous
metals and whites goods recovered in the landfill salvage program are siiil included in the baseline
waste generation data. However, the diversion guantity of inert solids-diverted through the asphalit

Cize o Lindsay - CIWMB Petition FPage £

79



sujvage program have been climinated from the waste generation data because the three criteria
listcd above are not met. Based on the elimination of this diversion activity from the baseline waste
generation data, the existing diversion tonnage is reduced from 459 tons to 457 tons; the 4.9%

baseline diversion level remains unchanged.

Types of Waste Disp_o_sed and Diverted

"A profile of the waste disposal and waste diversion streams, modified io excluded the inert solids

as described above, is included as Appendix [ to this petition. Summaries of the types of waste
disposed of and diverted in the City of Lindsay are provided in Figures 1 and 2.

Figure 1
WASTE DISPOSAL COMPOSITION SUMMARY

Spedial 2.4%
Other 9.1%

'Paper 28.6%

Organics 25.8%

Plastic 7.1%

- Glass 3.3%
Metals 56%

Yard Waste 18.1%

Note: Disposal percentages do not include the 336 tons of waste transformed in 1990,

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Lindsay, April 1992.
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Figure 2
. ' ‘ WASTE DIVERSION COMPOSITION SUMMARY

Glass 7.7%

Organics 2.6%

~ Paper 54.5% Metals 34.4%

Yard Waste 0%
Olhelt Waste 0% Plastic 0.9% : ' S
Special Waste 0% . . '

Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Lindsay, April 1992.

. 5.0 REASONS WHY A 25% DIVERSION LEVEL CANNOT BE ACHIEVED
5.1 Programs Selected in the SRRE
A summary of the new diversion and education and public information programs initially selected
in the City's SRRE for implementation in the short-term planning period is provided below. Table

3 summarizes the estimated program costs and material diversion rates to be realized if each of

these new programs were mplementcd.
- Source Reduction Programs
1. Public Education and Technical Assistance programs including:

a. Provide technical assistance to businesses and consumers / homeowners through
workshops and seminars on source reduction techniques and activities.

b. Provide public education efforts through the media, the school systcm, and City offices
programs o increase awareness of source reduction and waste management issues.

c. Provide public recogmuon and awards to mdmduals and businesses that implement
source reduction activities.
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d. Promote backyard composting and xenscaping.

e. Promote the use of cloth diapers in fieu of disposables.

2. Rate Modification programs including:

a. The City will consider the practicality of modifications to the current residential
collection rate structure 10 a quantity-based user fee for both commercial and residential
collectjon; .the Clty w:ll continue its quantlly based user fee for commerc1al .waste
collection. . .

b. Disposal fee modification to encourage the delivery of segregated loads to the landfill of
certain divertable materials. {Note: The County of Tulare will develop this program.
Should the County choose not to implement this alternative, the City does not have the
authority to modify disposal fees, and therefore this alternative would not be
implemented.)

3.  Regulatory programs to encourage source reduction on the part of local government, pnvate
businesses, and City residents including:

a. A City offices procurement program and policy to encourage source-reduction through
purchasing decisions. Purchase preferences will be extended to materials and products
that have minimal packaging, are supplied in bulk, and are reusable, recyclable, and
durable.

Recycling Programs

4. Develop a residential curbside recycling program to collect and recycle aluminum and tin cans,
PET, HDPE, newspaper, CA redemption and other recyclable glass.

5. Develop a multi-family recycling program to collect and recycle aluminum and tm cans, PET,
HDPE newspaper, CA redemptlon and other recyclable glass :

6. Develop a commermal / mdustnal recycllng program o collect and recycle ferrous melals "
newspaper, and corrugated cardboard.

7. The County currently salvages materials at the Woodville Disposal Site. This program would
expand the salvaging program and would recover corrugated cardboard, all metals, and inert
solids from roll-off boxes and self-haul loads. This program will be developed and operated
by the County, with assistance from the City.

Composting Programs -

8. Establish a residential yard waste collection program.
9. Establish/expand a yard and wood waste drop-off program at the County landfills.

10. ‘Develop a windrow composting system.
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Special Waste Proarmams

11. Land application of sewage sludge for non-agricultural purposes.

Education and Public Information Programs

12. Outreach efforts including;

« Coordination with Community Groups and Gov emment Agencies
+ Cceordination with Non-Profit Orgamzanons '
"« Participation in Loca] Events :

13. Technical Assistance ef: forts including:

+ Junk Mail Reduction Program
+ Brochures

» How-to Information

« Technical Assistance

« Recycling Videos

14. Public Awareness efforts including:
+ Environmental Shopping Campaign
* Contests and Displays
+ Promotional Matenais

15. Education efforts including:

* Environmental Education Curriculum
+ Special Assemblies, Field Trips

Summarv of Programs Selected and Cost

The estimated program costs and material diversion to be realized lh.rough implementation of the
programs mmally selected in lhe Cuy s SRRE. for the short-term planmng penod are presented in
Table 3. L '

5.2 Barriers to Successful Program Implementation

The factors present in the City of Lindsay which present significant barriers to successful
implementation of programs that would allow the City to achieve the 25% diversion goal include
limited availability of City staff and lack of funding associated with the small size of the City and
corresponding wasle pencration. Additionally, the lack of commercial and industrial enterprises of
significant size that would provide wasle streams that are easily and economically targeted for
irﬁplemcmati_on of diversion programs contribute to the City's inability to achieve the 25%

diversion goal. The conditions associated with limited siaff availability and funding sources are

funhcr described below,
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Table 3

PROPOSED SHORT-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS - SRRE
Estimated Program Cost and Matenal Diversion!

[nitial Material

Program_ Year's Cost ~ Annual Cost Diversion %
1. Public Education/Technical Assistance © .7 -2 0%
2. Rate Structure Modifications 3 3 0%
3. Regulatory Pro;g;rams . -3 3 0%
Recvcling Programs
4. Residential Curbside Recycling 325,500 $31,800 23%
5. Multi-family Curbside Recycling B $3,000 $7950 0.5%

‘ 6. Commercial/Industrial Recycling 317,700 $24.000 2.6%

9. County Landfill Salvage Programs 4 4 2.8%
Composting Programs

’ &. Residential Yard Waste Collection $36850  $38700 4.1% -
9. Yard and Wood Waste Drop-of{ __5 5 78%
10. Windrow Composting System $32.800 $50.200 . __ 8
Special Waste Programs
11. Land Application of Sewage Sludge _5 6 N/A
M' Education and Public Information m_@s

12. through 15. - $6000 . 36000 . NA
Prooram Coordinator for Rcc_yelmol 88750 $8.750 . . NIA
Composting/Public Education Provmm_ s7 . -
TOTAL ) $130,600 $167,400

1 Costs include the planning, implementation, and monitoring of programs.

2 Costs are included in the education and public information program.

3 Costs-are included in existing programs. .

4 Costs are borne by the County.

5 Assumes expansion of yard-waste drop-off programs operated at the County landfills and that the
cosls will be bome by the County.  * .

6 No additional costs are expected with continuation of this program.

7 SRRE coordinator to be shared between four Cities (Woodlake, Excter Farmersville, and Lmdsay)
this plan has already been abandoned due to lack of funds.

BDiversion percentage included in above composling programs.

9 With existing diversion of 4.9%, total future diversion would be 25%.
Source: Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Lindsay, April 1992.

City of Lindsay - CIWMD Petition SR ' - ' . Page 11 84



Limited Availability of City Staff

The City has limited staff available to coordinate and monitor the implementation and operation of
new activities such as waste diversion and recycling programs. The City's SRRE included plans
for hiring a Program Coordinator for recycling, composling and public education programs to be

shared with the Cities of Woodlake, Exeter and Farmersvnlle however, this plan had to be

) abandoned due to lack of adequate financial resources. Thus progmm 1mplementat|on must now ..
be coordmated by the remaining staff resources ‘who have other responsibilities concerriing the - . -

City's operations.

The Public Works Director is responsible for solid waste programs as well as AB 939 comﬁljance.
This individual is also responsible for managing fourteen other City functions such as parks,
waler, wastewater, buildings, landscape districts, and agncultural imgation. The salary figure
presented in the Solid Wastc Budget (Table 4), includes bookkeeping for billing and _collection‘ and

administrative services for franchise contract.

Coordination and implementation of the education and public information programs, source:

reduction, recycling, and composting programs proposed to achieve a 25% diversion level will

significantly impact the work-load of the existing staff.

Proeram Costs vs. Revenue Sources

Estimated initial and annual program costs for the programs initially seiected in the SRRE that were
designed to achieve the additional 20.1% diversion level for a total diversion level of 25% are
summarized i in Table 3 The total ini ual program costs mcuned direcdy by the Cll} are esumated to

o 'be $130, 600 Whl]ﬂ lhe annual prooram costs are csumated to be $167,400 per year. .

Implemcntauon of these programs will subsmnually |mpact the financial resources of the Ci ty.
~ Given the limited solid waste budget presented below, it is clear that the City cannot feasibly meet

the diversion requirements in an efficient and cost effective manner.

The potential revenue source initially identified in the City's SRRE to fund these programs was an
increase in the solid waste collection rate structure. Solid waste collection in the City is financed

by monthly billings for service on residential and commercial solid waste collection accounts. The

City bills for both the residential and commercial coliection service that Allied Disposal provides,

and collects a 23% franchisc fee. The City's franchise lec is used to cover expenses associated

with the waste management system as follows:
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AR .t s iy




» Billing and collcr..uon 9%

* Alley repairs (from waste collection truck damage) 5%
» Franchise fee: 5%

* Leaf Pick-up (2 times/year): 4%

Included in the $28 00/ton llpplno fee at the County owned and operated. Iandﬁlls isa$L.00
. surcharge. for coumywnde househsld hazardous waste programs and a $3 47 surcharge for '

County sponsored d:vers;on programs.

The current rate for residential solid waste collection is $10.40/month for one, 100-gallon

' contamer The collection rates are not adjusted annually for cost of living i increases and are only
adjusted to include increases in the County's landfill tipping fees as a pass-through cost from the
hauler. The residential collection rate was increased from $9.50/month in 199! to the current rate
of $10.40/month’ to reflect increases in the County's landfill tipping fees. For commercial solid
waste collection, the current rates range from $12.00/month for one, 100-galion container to
$45.45/month for a 3-yard bin (once per week pick-up) to $227.75/month for a 6-yard bin (three
times per week pick-up). Increases in the commercial collection rates in 1991, ranged from 20% to
50%, depending on the bin size and number of pickups per week.

Table 4 summarizes the City's solid waste budget for Fiscal Year 1993-94.

For Fiscal Year 1993/94, the City's Budget allocated $574,000 for solid waste collection and
rolated services, while the estimated revenue is $564,000. As noted in Table 4 above, the City's
solid waste budget includes contingent revenues from a proposed $1.90/month/residential account
surcharge that would be used to. fund a pilot resi'dential yard waste collection and processing

"program This fee is currently being studied and should be 1mplememed in the next few months.
With the adoption of the recycling fee and implementation of this program in addition to other
existing and planned programs as currently planned, the City could achieve a 13.5% diversion
level. Funding for implementation of all of the programs required to meet the 25% diversion goal
in an efficient and cost effective manner is not economically and feasible for the City.
Additionally, the small population and economic base of the City places a strict limitation on the
options for additional fees or taxes levied against local citizens and/or businesses.
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Table 4

CITY OF LINDSAY - SOLID WASTE BUDGET

Fiscal Year 1993-94

~Expenses
Salary 42900°
Overtime 1,000 .
Benefits -18,800
" Dept. Operating Supplies 4,000
Shop Supplies 200
Vehicle Fuel & Oil 1,200
Vehicle Allowance 240
Vehicle Repair & Maintenance 5,500
Small Tools/Equipment ' 200
Contract Services: Allied Disposal 372,000
Communications, GTE 1,000
[nsurance _ 5,675
" Repair & Maintenance Services 600
Other Services & Charges 1,500
Dues & Subscriptions 50
Training & Meetings 200
Biliing and Coliection 24,060
AB 939 Brush & Recycling Pickup 50,000
Capital Outlay - Improvements (other 5,000
than buildings)
Capital Qutlay - Machines & Equipment 0
Capital Qutlay - Alley Repair 40,000
Total Expenses $574,065
P
‘Revenue .-
Disposal Charges. 510,000
Special Pickups 3,700
Misc. Receipts 300
Recycling Feel 50,000 -
Total Revenue $564,000
L

1 Proposed $1.90/month!residential acoount recycling fee to be considered by City
Counci! by the end of 1993; would become effective January 1994. .
Source: City of Lindsay 1993-1994 Fiscal Budgct and Tom McCutdy, Director,
City of Lirdsay Public Works Department.
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5.3 Cost Impact of Full Implementation of SRRE Programs

The median household income for the City of Lindsa_y is substantially below that for California in
general. The local economic base is small and the City, like most other jurisdictions in the State, is
concerned about the continued viability of its local businesses and industries. To the extent
possible the City attempts to minimize the burden that the cost of local programs and services

places on its residents and businesses. e .

“To achieve a 25% diversion rate through full implem_entatiori of the prbgranis»listed ‘in the City's
SRRE, the City's annual solid waste budget (Table 4) would have to be increased by at least 40%,
to over $800,000. The in_creases that would be required in the average residential and commerciai

refuse collection rates to fund these expenses would be significant.

Recent trends in. the residential and commercial refuse collection rates and the increase that would
be required to fund full implementation of the SRRE programs are shown in Figures 3 and 4. The
1994 rates shown in Figure 3 reflect the increase that will be required to fund the alternative

diversion program proposed in this petition.

Figure 3

Residential Refuse Collection Rates
$/home/month

$20.00
$18.00
$16.00 - Z
s1400. 4 e S e
[ s1200
$10.00
$8.00 -
$6.00
$400 -
$2.00 -
$0.00 4

199t 1992 . 1993 1994 . Full
Implementation
SRRE Programs
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Figure 4

Commercial/Industrial Refuse Collection Rates
Monthly Cost for Weekly Pick-up of a 3-yard Bin

$60.00

$50.00 -

$40.00

$30.00
520.00

310.00

$0.00
1991 1992 1993 Full Implementation
SRRE Programs

6.0 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WASTE DIVERSION PLAN

The City of Lindsay is committed to pursuing a waste reduction program that is effective in
increasing the diversion of materials from local landfills but is also responsive to the fiscal realities
"~ of the City. Table 5 presents an alternative waste diversion plan fl or the short-term planning period
':based on modifications of programs. se!ccled for 1mplemcnt.auon in the SRRE. The land

application of sewage sludge program woutd also be implemented under this alternativé diversion

~ plan.

'fhe City is implementing a source separated yard waste collection program on a pilot basis that will

ta.fgel yard waste from the residential sector. The program will be implemented city-wide, but will

be considered to be a pilot program prior to 1995 so that any problems encountered can be solved.
Residents will be given a 105 .gallon cart in which to deposit ali yard waste. This program is
anticipated to cost between $4.50 and SS.OOIhousehbldlmonlh._ The City's refusc hauler will

collect the yard waste weekly on a scparale collection route. Initially, the yard waste will be hauled -

to the transfer and processing site at the County landfill. Yard waste matcﬁz}ls collected at this site
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. would be converted into cogeneration or biomass fuel. Since this site is used by more than one
jurisdiction, records will be kept of the amount of yard waste delivered by each junsdiction.

Prior to-the end of 1994, the yard waste materials will be diverted to a mulching operation
déveloped in eastern Tulare County. Additionally, at least one private operator has announced

. plans for a composting facility that will serve the Tulare County. area. ’ As this or other fagilitjes .

become available, the City will evaluate the merits and costs of taking the yard waste (o one of

these facilities.

The City is currently developing plans for a residential curbside collection program for California

redemption value cans and bottles. The City is also developing a newspaper collection and drop
off program with three local elementary schools. Newspapers collected by the students will be
deposited in a bin provided by the City. When full, the City will haul the bin to a local processor.

After deducting transportation costs, the City will f; onvard proceeds from the sale of the newspaper'

to the schoo! for use on school programs. As new markets for materials become available through
the local Recycling Mark_et Development Zone, the City will investigate the feasibility of diverting
materials to such facilities. The purchasing agent for the City will continue to monitor purchasing
decisions to encourage the purchase of materials and products that are recycled, that have minimal

packaging, are supplied in bulk, and are reusable, recyclable and divertable.

The City will promote participation in the yard waste, curbside collection, and newspaper drop off
programs, as well as continued use of the AB 2020 center through printed matenials distributed
with utility and tax bills. Special mailings and posters will be utilized as needed to announce the
-beginning or any major changes in the program. To the extent practical, the City will utilize
materials from the media kit dlstnbuted by the ClWMB for mallmgs of for fliers, notices, or other
‘materials distributed through the school system or mailed d:rectly to residents and businesses.

7.0 MEDIUM-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS

The City also does not believe that it can feasibly achieve a 50% diversion level by the year 2000,
and therefore intends to petition the CIWMB prior to the year 2000 for a reduction in this diversion
mandate as well. At‘ that time, the City will provide a report on the status of its existing diversion
programs. The tentative medium-term diversion programs identified in the SRRE are summarized
in Table 6, and include programs that would be deferred from implementation in the short-term
planning period as a result of this petition. These programs are tentative until an alternative,
reduced waste diversion plan would be reviewed by the CIWMB relative to the 50% diversion
goal. '
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Table §
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WASTE DIVERSION PLAN

Diversion Percent
N Tans/Yr. Diversion
Diversion Program ' - 1995 ) 1935
N 'Emshng F‘rogmm:;l IR 1) C49% - : e g
Residential Yard Waste Collection ~~* 793 " 6% © et
Program and local processing program _ ;
School Collccuon & Drop-off of Newspaper 51 0.5%
Residential Curbside Recycling Program? 51 0.5% -
Total 1,405 13.5%
. L .- .

! Existing diversion (1990) without inert solids.
2 Proposed program entailing collection of CA redemption value materials by a nou-profit
organization.

8.0 SOLID WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

‘Revised fifteen-year projections of the waste disposal and diversion quantities by matenal type
expected 1o be realized before and after the City implements the waste diversion programs -
..descnbcd in Section 6.0 Pmposed Alternative Wastc Dwersmn Plan, above and presented in -
- _Secuon 7.0 Med;um-’]‘erm Dwersmn Programs are provided i in Appendlx II. These fifteen-year
projections are based on the revised baseline waste gcneratlon data that excludes the inert solids .
that are diverted. A projected growth rate of 2.2% per year was assumcd based on the Ci tys

SRRE.
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Table 6

TENTATIVE MEDIUM-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS
Estimated Material Di_vemion

Material
Program : Diversion %
. Source Reduction Programs ‘ !
1. Public Education/Technical Assistance T . . 0.8%
- 2. Rate Modification- ) 0%’
3. Regulatory Programs 0%
Recycling Programs - B |
I .
4. Residential Curbside Recveling 83%
5. Multi-family Curbside Recycling 2.1%
- 6. Commercial/Industrial Recycling 10.2¢%
a. Material Recovery Operation
7. County Landfill Salvage Programs! 6.4%
H ) Comp_oﬁting Prog rams
8. Residential Yard Waste Collection 6.4%
- 9. Yard and Wood Waste Drop-off - 11.0% i
a. Collect Alternative Feedstocks
10. Windrow Composting System? _ N/A
Special Waste Programs
11. Land Application of Sewage Studge> ' N/A
Education and Public Information Programs
12 through 15, e NIA
Program Coordinator for Recvcling’ =~ - . : NIA
Composting/Public Education Programs
TOTAL : 45.2%4

! May be implemented in the short-termn planning period.
"2 Diversion percentage included in above programs.
3 May be counted towards diversion godl in the [uture.
4 With existing diversion of 4.9%, 1otal future diversion would be 50.1%.
Source: Source Reduclion and Recycling Element, City of Lindsay, Apnl 1992.
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| Appendix I

Solid Waste Generation Profilgs



City of Lindsay - Waste Disposal Profile (1991 Landfill Sampling Data)

Residential | Commercial _Industrial Self Haul Total
OCC/Xraft 5.74% 14.97% ° 12.64% 6.08% B.57%
Magazines 1.33% 0.93% 0.10% "0.61% 0.96%
Mixed Paper 9.23% - 10.42% 5.98% 3.99% 7.89%
Newsprint -7.14% 3.99% 0.51% 1.91% 4,51%
High Grade 0.71% 3.11% 0.77% 0.80%. 1.34%
Other Paper . 6.58% 8.07% 2.98% ~ 1.52% ~ 5.34%
) Subtotal Paper 30.73% -41.49% . 22.98% 14.91% .2861%
.| HDPE 1.05% 1.04% 1.28% 0.21% . 0.83%
I ~PET 0.40% 0.19% 0.02% _0.08% 0.24%
Film Plastics 3.40% 3.72% 5.02% 1.03% .2.92%
Polystyrena 0.45% 0.70% 0.34% 0.87% 0.62%
Other Plastic - 2.73% 3.20% 3.05% 1.40% 2.50%
Subtotal Plastic 8.03% 8.85% 9.71% 3.59% 7.10%
Refillable Beverage 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.06%
CA Redemption Value 1.26% 1.13% 0.18% 0.80% 1.04%
Other Recyclable 2.51% 2.02% 0.31% 0.48% 1.69%
Other Non-Recyclable 0.61% 0.66% 0.04% 0.34% 0.51%
Subtotal Glass 4.43% 3.81% 0.53% 1.77% 3.31%
Aluminum Cans 0.30% ° 0.24% 0.02% 0.10% 0.21%
Other Aluminum 0.30% 0.38% 0.05% 0.04% 0.23%
Bi-metal Cans 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 0.44% 0.13%
Steel Food & Bev, Cans 2.38% 1.47% 0.04% 0.34% 1.45%
Other Ferrous 2.48% 4.72% 2.76% 3.14% 3.25%
Other Non-ferrous 0.09% 0.06% 0.05% 0.02% 0.06%
White Goods 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.96% 0.28%
Subtotal Metal 5.55% 6.87% 3.17% 5.04% 5.60%
Leaves and Grass 16.15% 4.21% 1.77% 9.26% 10.38%
Branches and Brush 5.27% 2.21% 10.67% 15.67% 7.70%
Subtotal Yard Waste 21.42% 6.42% 12.44% 24.93% 18.08%
Food 12.40% 9.51% 2.29% 3.53% 8.62%
Rubber/Tires . 0.53% 1.77% 0.06% . L10% 0.97%
Wood . 1.68% 407% 22.33% - 15.63% 7.36%
. Agri. Crop Residue 0.00%- 0.38% © - 1.42% " 1.23% 0.52%
" Manure L " 0.06% "7 0.00% 0.00% 0.97% 0.29%
Textiles/Leather 3.83% 3.72% 5.33% 2.80% 3.60%
Diapers .. 4.53% 2.70% 0.10% 0.44% 2.67%
Other Organics 2.10% 2.55% 0.36% 0.82% 1.76%
Subtotal Organics 25.13% 24.70% 31.89% 26.52% 25.80%
Inent Solids 3.04% 6.46% 18.65% 15.30% 8.21%
Hazardous Waste 0.47% 0.83% 0.01% 0.04% 0.41%
Appliances 0.51% 0.57% - 0.03% 0.29% 0.44%
Subtotal Other Wastes 4.02% 7.86% 18.69% 15.63% 9.07%
Ash 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 1.91% . 0.53%
Sewage Sludge 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Industrial Sludge 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Asbestos 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Auto Shredder Waste 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
_Auto Bodies ) 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.01%
Stutfed Furn.Mattresses l 0.69% 0.00% 0.37% 5.70% 1.89%
Subtotal Special Waste 0.69% 0.00% |  0.59% 7.61% 2.43%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%




. City ot Lindsay Waste Generation - : (Tons/Year - 1290}

- Disposal N Trans- | Diversion]Generation
Component Aesidential [Commercial] Industrial | Self Haul Total | formation Total
OCCHraft 202 324 . B3 145 734 1] 247 -981
| Magazines : 47 20 0 15 82 0 0 82
Mixed Paper 325 - 226 30 85 676 0 2 6578
Newsprint 252 | . 86 3 45 386 0 0 386
High Grade - - 25 87 - 4 1 19 115 0 0 115
| Other Paper . 232, 175 15 - 36 458 |. - 0 0 458
Paper . 1,083 _ B98 114 355 | 2,45t 0 248 2,700
HDPE 37 23 6. - 5 71 0 S LI PR & D 1|
PET 14 4 .6 2 © 20 -0 3 23 ||
Film Plastics 120 81 - 25 25 250 0 S0 - 250
Polystyrene . 16 15 2 21 53 0 0 53
Other Plastic 96 69 15 33 214 0 1 . 215
Plastic 283 192 48 85 608 0 4 612
Refiliable Bev. . 2 -0 0 4 5 0 0 5
CA Redem. Value 44 24 1 19 89 4] 26 115
Other Racyclable 88 44 2 11 145 0 g 154
Other Non-Recyc. 22 14 0 8 44 0 0 44
Glass 156 82 K] 42 283 0 a5 318
Aluminum Cans H 5 0 2 18 0 88 106
Gther Aluminum 11 8 4] 1 20 0 12 32
: Bi-metal Cans 0 0 0 10 11 0 0 11
. Steel Cans _ B4 a2 0 8 124 0 4] 124
Other Farrous B7 102 14 75 278 0 43 321
Other Non-ferrous 3 1 D 0 5 o 4] 5
White Goods 0 0 1 23 24 0 14 38
Metals 196 149 16 120 480 Q 157 637
Leaves/Grass 569 91 9 220 890 16 o 906
Branches/Brush 186 48 53 373 659 304 0 963
Yard Waste 755 139 62 593 1,549 320 0 1,869
Food . . . 437 206 1" 84 738 -0 0. 738
RubberTires .18 : 38 0 26 83 16 0 100
Wood . 59 | 88 | 111 372 |- 630 0 12 542
AgriCropResidue] = O | B 7 29 - . 45 0 (] 45
Manure .2 0’ 0 23 .f 25 0 -0} 25
TaxtilesA.eather 135 81 26 67 309 0 Y] 309
Diapers 160 - 58 0 10 229 0 0 229
Other Organics 74 55 2 20 151 0 4] 151
Organics 886 535 | 158 631 - 2,210 16 12 2,238
Inert Solids 107 140 a3 364 704 Q 0 704
" Hazardous Waste 17 18 0 1 36 0 0 36
Appliances 18 12 0 7 a7 0 0 a7
Other Waste 142 170 a3 a7z 77 ) 0 77
- Ash 0 ¢ 0 45 46 4] 0 46
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Industrial Sludge o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asbestas 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 0
Auto Shred. Wst.- 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Auto Bodies 0 0 1] 0 1 0 0 1
Stulled Furn.Matt, 24 0 2 136 162 4 0 162
Special Waste . | 24 0 3 181 208 0 ) 208
Total 3,525, 2,165 496 2,380 8,567 336 457 9,360




Appendix I
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Lindsay
_ Existing Conditions
1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion .
1 Disposal * | Diversion | Generation]| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
‘aper ; -
OCC/Kraft 7501 252 1,003 252% 767 258 1,025 252%
Magazines 84 0] -~ 84 0.0% 86 0 86 0.0%
Mixed Paper 691 2 693 03% 706 2 708 03%
Newspaper 394 -0 354 0.0% 403 0 403 0.0%}
High Grade 118 0 118 0.0% 120 0 120 0.0%
Other Paper | 468" . - 0| © 468f - 0.0%]| . 4787 7 - - 0F. - 478 . 0.0%].
' ', Subtotal|, 2,505 254]  -2,759 9.2% - 2,860] - 260 2,820 9.2%| "
lastic ' j - .o iR
HDPE 73 0 73 0.0% 74 0 74 0.0%
PET 20 3 24 13.0% 21 3 24 13.0%
Film Plastics 256 0 256 0.0% 261 0 261 0.0%
Polystyrenc 54 0 54 0.0% 55 . 0 55 0.0%
Other Plastic 219 1 220} T 0.5% 224 1 225 0.5%
Subtotal| 621 4 625|. 0.7% 635 4 639 0.7%
zlass
Refillable Beverage 5 0 5 00% 5 0 5 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 51 27 118 22.6% 93 27 120 22.6%
Other Recyclable 148 9 157 58%|. 151 9 161 58%
Other Non-recyclable 45 0 45 0.0% 46 0 46 0.0%
Subtotal 289 36 325 11.0% 296 37 332 11.0%
Vietals :
Aluminum Cans 18 90 108 33.0% 19 92 111 83.0%
Other Aluminum 20 12 33 37.5% 21 13 33 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans -1 0 11 0.0% 11 0 11 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 127 0 127 0.0% 130 0 130 0.0% f
Other Ferrous 284 44 328 13.4% 290 45 335 13.4% .
Other Non-ferrous 5 0 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
White Goods 25 14 39 36.8% 25 15 40 36.8%
Subtotal 491 160 651 24.6% 501 164 665 24.6%
"Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 926 0 926] - 0.0% 946 0 946 0.0%
Branches and Brush 984 0 984 0.0% 1,006 0 1,006 0.0%
Subtotal 1,910 0 1,910 0.0% 1,952 0 1,952 0.0%
Organics
Food ° 754 0 754 0.0% 771, 0 771 0.0%
Rubber/Tires” I )] 0 101}, + 0.0% 103 0 103]. 0.0%
Wood ToeH| - 12 656 1.9% 658| - 13 671 1.9%
Agri. Crop Residue 48[ 0 46)- 0.0% 47 0 47 0.0%
Manure 26 0 26 0.0% 26 0 26 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 316 0 316 0.0% 323 0 323 0.0%
Diapers 234 0 234 0.0% 239 0 239 - 0.0%
"Other Organics 154 0 154 0.0% 158 0 158 0.0%
Subtotal 2,275 12 2,287 0.5% 2,325 13| 2,338 0.5%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 719 0 79 0.0% 735 0 735 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 37 0 37 0.0% 38 0 38 0.0%
Appliances . 38 o - 38 0.0% 39 0 39 0.0%
Subtotal 794 0 794 0.0%| 812 0 812 0.0%
Ash 47 0 47 0.0% 48] -0 48 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 . 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 -0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% _
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 of 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% .
Auto Bodies 1 0 1] .00% 1 0 1 0.0%
Swffed Fum./Maltresses 166 o 166 0.0% . 169 0 169 0.0%
- Subtotal 214 0 214 0.0% . 218 0] 213 0.0%
Total Waste 9,009 467 9566 4.9% 9209 - 477| 9776 4.9% Q8-
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[ 15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Lindsay
' : " Existing Conditions
1993 1994
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
; Dispasal | Diversion | Generation] Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percem
Paper
peOCCf Kraft 784 264 - L047  25.2% 801 269 1,070 252%
.Magazines 88 ) g3 0.0% 89 0 89 0.0%
Mixed Paper 722 2 724} 03% 737 2 7430 03%
‘Newspaper 412 0 412 0.0%| 421 0 421 0.0%
. High Grade: S X! BESR) | L1231 . . 0.0% 125 0 125 0.0%
Other Paper - - - . . 489 gL 4890 0.0% < 500 Loy - 5001 . -0.0%
’ ' " Subtotal 2,616 266 - 2,882 9.2% 2,574| 2720 - 2,946 © 9.2%| -
Plastic i T I : I
HDPE e fem——— 1 0 76; - 0.0% 77 0 n 00% "
PET af Tl 28] 13.0%| 2 3 25| 13.0%
Film Plastics 267 0 267 0.0% 273 0 273 0.0%
Polystyrene 57 0 51 0.0% 58 0 58 0.0%
Other Plastic 228 1 230 0.5% 233 1 235 0.5%
Subtotal 649] 4 653 0.7% 663 .4 668 0.7%
rlass .
Refillable Beverage 5 0 -] 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 95 28 1231 22.6% 97 28 125]  22.6%
-Other Recyclable 153 10 164 5.8% 158 10 168 58%
. Other Noa-recyclable 47 o 47 0.0% 48 0 43 0.0%
Subtotal 302 37 339 11.0% 309 33 347 11.0%
etals
Aluminum Cans 19 94 113] 83.0% 20 96 116 83.0%
Other Aluminum 21 13 My IT5% 22 13 35 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 12 0 12 0.0% 12 0 12 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans S 132 0 132 0.0% 135 0 135 0.0%
Other Ferrous 297 44] 343 134% 303 a7 350 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 5 0] - 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
White Goods 26 i5 41 368% 26 15 41 36.8%
Subtotal 512 168 6807 24.6% 524 171 695 24.6%
ard Yvaste
Leaves and Grass %67 0 967 0.0% 983 0 983 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,028 0 1,028 0.0% 1,051 0l 1,051 0.0%
. . " . Subtotal 1,995 o 1,995 0.0% 2,039 0 2,039 0.0%
Orgamcs : : S . N . :
Food : 788 0 788 o O% - .805]. 0 805 0.0%
Rubber/Tires 106l -0 106]  0.0% 108 0 - -108 0.0%
Wood 673 13 685f  1.9%| 687 .13 700]  1.9%
Agrni. Crop Residue " 48 0 48 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
Manure 27 0 27 0.0% 27 0 27 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 330 0 330 0.0% 337 0 337 0.0%
Diapers 244 0 244 0.0% 250 0 250 0.0%
" Other Organics 161 0 161 0.0% 165 0 165 0.0%
Subtotal 2,376 13 2,389 0.5% 2,428 13 2,442 0.5%
ther Wastes )
Inert Solids 751 0 751 0.0% 768 0 768 0.0%
Hazardous Wasie 38] 0 38 0.0% 39 0 39 0.0%
Appliances _ 39 0 39 0.0% 40 C 0 40 0.0%
Subtotal 829 0 829 0.0% 848 0 848 0.0%
Ash 49 0 49 0.0% 50 0 50 0.0%
Sewage Studge 0 ol 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Shudge 0 0 0 0.0% S 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 o 060% 0 0 0 0.0%
_Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 "0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 1 0.0% | 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 173 0 173 0.0% 177 .0 177 0.0%
Subtotal 223 0 223 0.0% 228 ] 228 0.0%
Total Waste 9,504 438]- 9991 4.9% 9,713 499 10,211 4.9%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

" - City of Lindsay _

Existing Conditions

1995 1996
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
‘aper —F ;
OCC/Kraft 818 275 1,094 25.2% 836 281 1,118 25.2%
Magazines 91 0 91 -0.0% 93 0 93 0.0%
» Mixed Paper 754} 2 1567 03% 770, 2 773 03%
Newspaper 430 0 430 0.0% T 440 0 40 0.0%
High Grade 128 0 128 0.0% 131 0 131 0.0%
‘Other Paper *, < 511 - 0 511 0.0%| 1 5221 . - Of... .522{: . 0.0%|.- .
) Subtotdl 2,733 278 3,010 9.2%| - 2,793 - 284 3,077 9.3%
lastic . : L ] :
HDPE 79 0 79 0.0% 81 0 81 0.0%
PET 22 3 261 13.0% 23 3 26 13.0%
Film Plastics 279 0 279 0.0% 285 0 285 0.0%
Polystyrene - 59 0 59 0.0%{ . 60 0 60 0.0%
Other Plastic 239 1 240 0.5% 244 1 245 0.5%
) Subtotal 678 4 682 0.7% 693 5 697 0.7%
rlass
Refiliable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 99 29 128 22.6% 101 30 131 22.6%
Other Recyclable 162 10 172 58% 165 10 175 58%
Other Noa-recyclable 49 0 49 . 0.0% 50 0 50 0.0%
Subtotal 316 39 355 11.0% 322 40 362 11.0%
Aetals
Aluminum Cans 20| . 98 118 83.0% 21 100 121 83.0%
Other Aluminum 22 13 36 37.5% 23 14 36 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 12 0 12 0.0% 13 0 13 00%|
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 138 0 138 0.0% 141 0 141 0.0%|
Other Ferrous 310 48 358 13.4% 317 49 366 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 27 16 42 36.8% 27 16 43 36.8%
Subtotal 538 175 710 24.6% 547 179 726 24.6%
Tard Waste
Leaves and Grass 1.010 0 1,010 0.0% 1,032 0 1,032 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,074 0 1,074 0.0% 1.097 0 1,097 0.0%
Subtotal 2,084 0 2,084 0.0% 2,130 0 2,130 0.0%
rganics : .
" Food - . 823 . 0 8231 . 0.0% 8411 . - O 841 0.0%
Rubber/Tires .. 110§ 0|- 110 0.0% 13| - 0 113 0.0%
“Wood 702 - 13 716} 1.9% 718 . 14 732 1.9%
Agri. Crop Residue 50 o 50 0.0% 51 0 “S1 0.0%
Manure 28 0 28 0.0% 28 ol- 28 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 345 0 345 0.0% 352 0 352 0.0%
Diapers 255 0 255 0.0% 261 0 261 0.0%
"Other Organics 168 0 168 0.0% 172 0 172 0.0%
Subtotal]” 2,482 13 2,495 0.5% 2,536 - 14 2,550 0.5%
)ther Wastes
Inert Solids 785 0 785 0.0% 802 0 802  0.0%
Hazardous Waste 40 0 40 0.0% 41 0 4] 0.0%
* Appliances 41 o" a1 0.0% 42 0 42 0.0%
Subtotal 866 0 866 0.0% 885 0 885 0.0%
Ash 51 0 51 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% V] 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste t] 0 0 0.0%]| -- 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies ! ol. 1 0.0% i o 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Matresses 181 0 181 0.0% 185 "0 185 0.0%
Subtotal 233 0 233 0.0% 238 0 238 0.0%| .
Total Waste 9,926 510 10,436 4.9% 10,145 521| - 10,666 - 4.9%]|
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay

Existing Conditions

1997 1998
WASTETYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
aper -
OCC/Kraft 855 288 1,142 25.2% 874 - 294 1,168 232%
Magazines 95 0 95 0.0% 98 0 98 0.0%
Mixed Paper 787 2 79 03% . 805 2 807 03%
Newspaper 450 0 450 0.0% 459 0 459 0.0%
High Grade 134 0 134 0.0% 137 0 137 0.0%
" Other Paper - L .. 533 .. .. .0 - 533  -00% . 5450 -0 545 0.0%
ok .Subtotal 2,854 290 3144 0 %.2%|.cl 2917 296 0 3,213 - 9.2%
astic ' . . o : N : .
HDPE 8 0 83f - .0.0%]" 85[ "0 85 0.0%
PET . 23 3 27 13.0% 24 4 27 13.0%
Fiim Plastics 291 1] 291 0.0% 298 ¢ 298 0.0%
Polystyrene . 62 0 62 0.0% 63 0 63 0.0%
Othber Plastic 249 1 250 0.5% 255 1 - 256 0.5%
Subtotal 708 5 713 0.7 % 724 5 728 0.7%
Glass .
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6] - 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
~ CA Redemption Value 104 30 134 226% 106 31 137 22.6%
Other Recyclable 169 10 179  58% 173]. 11 183 5.8%
Other Non-recyclable 51 0 51 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
: Subtotal - 330 41 370 1L0% 337 42 378 11.0%
Metals
Aluminum Caps 21 102 123 83.0% 21 105 126 83.0%
Other Aluminum 23 14 37 37.5% 24 14 38 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 13 0 13 0.0% 13 0 13 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 144 0 144 0.0% 148 0 148 0.0%
QOther Ferrous 324 50 374 134% 33 51 382 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 6 o 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods _ 28 16 44 36.8¢% 29 17 45 36.8%
Subtotal 559 183 742 24.6% 571 187 758 24.6%
Yard Yaste
Leaves and Grass 1.055 0 1,055 0.0% 1,078 0 1,078 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,121 o] . 1,121 0.0%]- 1,146 0 1.146 0.0%
Subtotal 2,177 0 2,177 0.0%| 2,224 0 2,224 0.0%
Organics )
" -Food- - - 859] - 0 -859| . . .00%] 878 -0 878 0.0%
- Rubber/Tires “11S a s 0.0%| .18 0 118 0.0%
" Wood : 734 14] - -.748 1.9% 750 14 764 1.9%
Agn. Crop Residue - 52 0 52 0.0% 54 Q0 54 0.0%
Manure 29 0 29 0.0% 30 -0 30 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 360 0 360 0.0% 368 0 368 0.0%
Diapxrs 267 0 267 0.0% 273 0 273 0.0%
- Other Organics 176 0 176 0.0% 180 0 180 0.0%
Subtotal 2,592 14 2,606 0.5% 2,649 - 14 2,664 0.5%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 820 0 820 0.0% 838 0 838} 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 42 0 42 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
Appliances 43 0 43 0.0% 44 0 4 0.0%
Subtotal 905 0 903 0.0% 925 0 925 0.0%
Ash s 0 54 - 00% - 55 0 55 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0%
Industial Sludge 0 0 0 0.07% 0 0 0 0.0%
Ashestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto. Shredder Waste 0 ] 0 0.0%| . 0 0 0 0.0%
. Auto Bodies 1 0 1 0.0% | 0 1 0.0%
Swffed Fum ‘Matiresses 189 0 189 0.0% 193 0 193 0.0%
Subtotal 243 0 243 0.0% 249 0 249 0.0%
Total Waste 10,368 5311 10900 4.9% 10,596 SHI 11,140 4.9%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay
Existing Conditions

'926Gp) -

1999 2000
WASTE TYPE ) Diversion Diversion
: > Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion Generation| Percent
per : .
OCC/Kraft 893 300 1,193 25.2% 912 307 1,219 25.2%
Magazines 100 0 100 0.0% 102 0 102 0.0%
Mixed Paper 822 2 825 03% 840 2 843 03%
Newspaper 470 0 470 0.0% 430 0 480 0.0%
High Grade 140 0 140 0.0% 143 o 143 0.0%
"Qther Paper . . 557 7. 0] - 557 - 0.0% 569 0], 569 . 0.0%
* .~ Subtotal] . 2;981| - 303} 3,284} 92% 3,047] "°310 3,356
astic g j ~ e - P 1. . .
HDPE ) 86 0 86 0:0% 88| 0 88 0.0%
PET 24 4 28 13.0% 25 4 291 13.0%
Film Plastics 304 0 304 0.0% 31t 6 311 0.0%]
Polystyrene 64 0 64 0.0% 66 0 66 0.0%|
Other Plastic - 260 1 262 0.5% 266 1 . 267 0.5%
Subtotal 740 5 744 0.7% 756" 5 761 0.7%
ass
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 108 32 140 22.6% 111 32 143 22.6%
Other Recyclable 176 1 187} 58% 180 11 191 5.8%
Other Non-recyclable 54 0 54 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
o Subtotal 344 43 387 11.0% 352 &4 395)  11.0%
- etals _
Aluminum Cans 22 107 129 83.0% 22 109 132 83.0%
Other Aluminum 24 15 39 37.5% 25 15 40 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans i3 0 13 0.0% 14 0 i4 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 151 0 151 0.0% 154 0 154 0.0%
Other Ferrous 338 52 390 13.4% 346 53 399 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 29 17 46| - 36.8% 30 17 47 36.8%
Subtotal 584 191 775 24.6% 597 195 792 24.6%
uwd Waste :
Leaves and Grass - 1,102 0 1,102 0.0% 1,126 0 1,126 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,171 0 1.171 0.0% 1,197 0 1,197 0.0%
Subtotal 2,273 0 2,273 0.0% 2,323 0 2,323 0.0%
ganics .
" Food T .. - 898 T 0. g3, | 0.0% 917~ 0 917 0.0%
“ Rubber/Tires ..~ 120 0 .. 120 0.0%]- “123 0 2 0.0%
"Wood © - 766 15 8L 7 1.9%] - . 783 15 798 1.9%
Agrn. Crop Residue 55 0 55 0.0% 56 0 56 0.0%
Manure 30 0 30 0.0% 31 0 31 0.0%
Textles/Leather 376 0 376 0.0% g4 0 3s4 0.0%
Diapers 279 0 279 0.0% 285 0 285 0.0%
“Other Organics 184 0 184 0.0% 188 o} 188 0.0%
Subtotal 2,708 15 2,722} 0.5% 2,767 15 2,782 0.5%
her Wastes _ :
Inert Solids 856 0 856 0.0% 875 0l 875 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 44 0 441  0.0% 45 0 45 0.0%
Appliances . 45 o - 45 0.0% 46 0 46 0.0%
Subtotal 945 0 945 0.0% 966 0 966 0.0%
Ash 56 ] 56 0.0% 57 ol 57 0.0%
Sewagc Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% o ol 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge o 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos t] 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 -0 0 0.0% -0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 o1 0.0% 1 0 10 0.0%
Stuffed Furn./Maturesses | . 197] - 0. 197 0.0% 201 o 201 0.0%
Subtotal 254 0 254 0.0% 260 .0 260 0.0%
Total Waste 10,829 556 11,385 4.9% 11,067 -568( 11,635 4.9%|"
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

L 00%| -

- City of Lindsay
Existing Conditions
. 2001 2002
. WASTE TYPE Diversion " Diversion
. Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent -
aper . . .
pcOCCfK.raf 933 314 1,246 25.2% 953 321 1,274 252%
Magazines 104 0] 104 0.0% 106 0 106 0.0%
Mixed Paper 859 3 861 03% 878 3 880 0.3%
Newspaper 490 0 490 0.0% 501 0 501 0.0%
High Grade 146 ol 146 0.0%|. 149 0 149 0.0%
Other Paper 582 0 582 0.0% 595 0 . 595 0.0%
. . . Subtotal| . 3,114 .- .316]. .3,430] - 92%| 3,182 323 3506].c 9.2%)
HDPE .9 0| 90 - 0.0% .92} . 0] 2 (
PET - 25 T4 29| " 13.0% 26| 4 30, 13.0%
Film Plastics 318 0 318| 0.0% 325 0 325 0.0%
Polystyrene 67 0 67 0.0% 69 0 69 0.0%
Other Plastic 272 1 273 0.5% 278 1 279 0.5%
Subtotal 772 5 778] . 0.7% 789 5 795 0.7%
Glass .
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 "6 0.0%] .
CA Redemption Value 113 a3 146 22.6% 116 34 149 22.6%
Other Recyclable 184 13 196 58% 188 12 200 5.8%
Other Noon-recyclable 56 0 56 0.0% 57 0 57 0.0%
Subtotal 360 44 404|- 11.0% 367 45 413 11.0%
Metals ‘
Aluminum Cans 23 112 135 28.0% 23 114 138] - 83.0%
Other Aluminum 25 15 41 37.5% 26 16 42 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 14 0 14 0.0% 14 0 14 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 158 0 158 0.0% 161 0 161 .0.0%
. Other Ferrous 3s3 55 408 13.4% 361 56 a7l 13.4%
. Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% -6 0 6 0.0%|
i White Goods i 30 18 48 36.8% 31 18 49 36.8%
1 Subtotal 610 199 809 24.6% 623 204 827 24.6%
.Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 1,151 0 1,151 0.0% 1,176 0 1,176 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,223 0 1,223 0.0% 1,250 0 1,250 0.0%
Subtotal| 2,374 ol 23714 o00% 2,427 of 24271 o090%
Organics - i
Food 938 0 938 0.0% 958 (1] 958 0.0%
" Rubber/Tires . 126 0 126{ .- :0.0% 129 1] 129 0.0%
Wood. - BOO] - 15 8161 T 1.9%]| | 818}~ 16 834 1.9%
- Agm. Crop Residue, T 57 ‘0 57t 0.0% - 58 0 58 0.0%
Manure " 32 0 32 0.0% 32 0 - 32 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 393 0]. 393 0.0% 401 0 . 401 0.0%
Diapers 291 0 291 0.0% 297 0 297 0.0%
*Qther Organics 192 0 192 0.0% - 196 0 196 0.0%
Subtotal| 2,828 15| 2,843 05% 2,890 16| 2906 05%
Other Wastes . .
Inert Solids 894 0 834 0.0% 9214 0 914 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 46 0 46 0.0% 47 1] 47 0.0%
Appliances 47| -0 47 0.0% 48 0 48 0.0%
Subtotal 987 0 © 987 0.0% 1,009 0 1,009 0.0%
"Ash - 58 0 s8]  0.0% 60 0 60|  0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 4] 4] 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
.' Auto Bodies -1 LY 1 0.0% | 0 1 0.0%
Swuffed Fum./Mattresses 206 .0 206 0.0% 210 0 - 2101 0.0%
' Subhtotal 266 Q 266 0.0% 271 0 271 0.0%
Total Waste 11,311 581 11,891 4.9% 11,560 - 593 12,153 4.9%|-




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Lindsay
Existing Conditions
2003 2004
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Genreration| Percent
)a r .
peOCC! Kraft 974 328 1302 25.2% 995 335 1330 25.2%
Magazines 109 0 109 0.0% 111 0 111 0.0%
Mixed Paper 897 3 900 0.3% 917 3 919 0.3%
Newspaper 512 0 5121 - 0.0% 523 0 523 0.0%
High Grade 153 0 153 0.0% 156 0 156, | 0.0%|
Other Paper - |- 608 -0 608" 0.0%). - 621 -0 631 0.0%| .
~Subtotal 3,252 330 3,583 9.2% 3,324 338 3662 9.2%
S PYCT - - - . : ‘ .
HDPE 94 .0 94 0.0% 96 0 9% 0.0%
PET 27 4 31 13.0% 27 4 3 13.0%
Film Plastics 332 0 s 0.0% 339 0 339 0.0%
Polystyrene 70 0 70 . -0.0% 72 0 72 0.0%
Other Plastic 284 1 285 0.5% 290 1 292 0.5%
Subtotal 807 5. 812 0.7% 825 5 830 0.7%
tlass
Refillable Beve.age 7 0 7 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 118 33 153 22.6% 121 as 156 22.6%
Other Recyclable 152 12 204 5.8% 197 12 209 58%
Other Non-recyclable 58 0 58 0.0% 60| - 0 60 0.0%
Subtotal 376 46 422 11.0% 384 47 431 11.0%
letals )
Aluminum Cans 24 117 141 83.0% 24 119 144 £8.0%
Other Aluminum 27 16 42 37.5% 27 16 43 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 15 0 15 0.0% 15 0 15 0.0%
Sicel Food & Bev. Cans 165 0 165 0.0% 168 0 168 0.0%
Other Ferrous 369 57 426 13.4% 377 58 435 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 7 0 7 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
White Goods 32 19 50 36.8% 3 19 52 36.8%
Subtotal 637 208 845 24.6% 651 213 864] . 24.6%
ard Waste ‘
Leaves and Grass 1,202 0 1,202 0.0% 1,229 0 1,229 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,278 0 1.278 0.0% 1306 0 1306 0.0%
Subtotal 2,480 0 2,480 0.0% 2,535 0 2,535 0.0%
'rganics - ) -
" Food 979 0 979 0.0%]..]- 1,001 of. 1,001 0.0%
. Rubber/Tires 131 Ry 131 0.0% 134} 0 134 0.0%
Wood 836 16| 8521 7 1.9% 854 16 871 1.9%
Agri. Crop Residue 60 0 60 0.0% 61 0 61 0.0%
Manure 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 410 .0 410 0.0% 419 0 419 0.0%
Diapers R0 0 304 0.0% 311 0 n 0.0%
Otber Organics . 200 0 200 0.0% 205 0 205 0.0%
X Subtotal 2,954 16 2970 0.5% 3,019 16 3,035 0.5%
" ther Wastes
Inert Sotids .. 934 0 934 0.0% 955 0 955 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 438 0 48 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
Appliances 49 of - - 49 0.0% 50 o 30 0.0%
Subtotal 1,031 0 1,031 0.0% 1,054 0 1,054 0.0%
- Ash 61 0 61 0.0% 62 ¢ 62 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 ] 0 0.0% "0 0 0 0.0%
Industnial Sludge 0 .0 0 0.0% 0 ] 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 o 0.0% 0 0. 0 0.0%|
Auto Bodies . 1 0 1 0.0% ] 0 1| .- 0.0%
Swffed Furn./Martresses 215 0 215 0.0% 220 0 220 0.0%
Subtotal 277 0 277]. 0.0% 283 0} 283 0.0%
Total Waste 11,814 606 12,420 4.9% 12,074 620 12,694 4.9%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS
City of Lindsay - Existing Conditions
; : ' 2005
". WASTLE TYPE Diversion

: Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent

Paper : _

. OCCIKraft’ 1.017 342 1,360 25.2%
Magazines 114 0 114 0.0%
Mixed Paper 937 3 940 0.3%
Newspaper 535] . 0 535 0.0%
High Grade = S 159 0 159 0.0%
Other Paper - T 6351 .. ol . 635] . 0.0%|

o Subtotal| © 3,397 345 3742 .. 9.2%] ¢

Plastic B - -
HDPE : 1 98 0 98 0.0%
PET ' 28 4 32 13.0%
Film Plastics 347 0 347 0.0%
Polystyrene 3 0 73 0.0%
Other Plastic 297 1 298 0.5%

' Subtotal 843 6 848 0.7%

Glass .

Refillable Beverage 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 123 " 36 159 22.6%
Other Recyclable 201 12 213 58%
Other Non-recyclable : 51 0 61 0.0%

: Subtotal 392 49 441 " 11.0%

Metals .

Aluminum Cans 25 122 147 83.0%

Other Aluminum 28 17 44 371.5%

Bi-metal Cans 15 0 15 0.0%

Steel Food & Bev.-Cans 172 0 172 0.0%

. Other Ferrous 385 60 445 13.4%
Otber Non-ferrous 7 ] 7 0.0%

VWhite Goods 33 19 53 36.8%
Subtotal 665 218 883 24.6%

Yard Waste ,
Leaves and Grass 1,256 0] 1.256 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1335 0 1,335 0.0%

.Subtotal 2,590 0 2,590 0.0%

Organics
Food o 1,031 | o] L023| . 00%].

- {  RubberTires . - |~ 1371 . 0 - 137| Q%] -

L Weed . - . 873 37 - 890 ¢ 1.9%| -

I Agn. Crop Residue 62 0 T 62| 0.0%[-

: Manure 35 0 35 0.0%

" Textiles/Leather 428 0 428 0.0%
Diapers 317 -0 317 0.0%
Other Organics 209 0 209 0.0%

Subtotal 3,085 17 3,102 0.5%
Qther Wastes ‘ )
"Inert Solids 976 o 976 0.0% -
Hazardous Waste 50 0 50 0.0%
Appliances 51 9 . 51 0.0%
Subtotal 1,077 0 1,077 0.0%
Ash o1 0 &4 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge ¢ 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 -0 0 0.0%
. Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 1 0.0%
Stwffed Fum. /Nlatresses 223 0 225 0.0%
Subtotal 290 0]. .290 0.0%
Total Waste 12,340 633 12,973 49%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Lindsay
s With Program Implementation
1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Dusposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
aper .
peOCCfKraft 750{ 252 1,003 252% 767 258 1,025 252%
Magazines 84 0 84 0.0% 86 0 86 0.0%
Mixed Paper 691 2 693 0.3% 706 2 708 03%
Newspaper 394y 0 394 0.0% ’ 403 -0 403 0.0%
" High Grade 118 0 118 0.0% 120 0 120 0.0%
' Other Paper : ; 468 - 0l - a68|- . 0.0% |- . 478 .. O, . 478 . -0.0%]-
Subtotal . 2,505 254 2,759 9.2% - 2,560| 260 2,820 9:2%
lastic : - . . . ; ’ . .
HDPE 73 0 73 0.0% 74 0] 74 0.0%
PET 20 3 24 13.0% 21 3 24 13.0%
Film Plastics 256 0 256 0.0% 261 0 261 0.0%
Polystyrene 54 0 54 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
Other Plastic - 219 1 220 0.5% T4 1 225 0.5%
Subtotal 621 4 625; 0.7% 635 ' 4 639 0.7%
rJass
Refillable Beverage 5 0 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 91 27 118|- 22.6% 93 27 120 22.6%|
Other Recyclable 148 9 157 58% 151 9 161 58%
Other Non-recyclable 45 0 45 0.0% 46 0 45 0.0%
Subtotal 289 36 325 11.0% 296 37 © 332 11.0%
Ietals .
Aluminum Cans 18 90 108 83.0% 19 92 © 111 83.0%
Other Aluminum 20 12 33 37.5% 21 13 © 33 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 11 0 1 0.0% 11 0 11 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev, Cans 127 0 127 0.0% 130 0 130 0.0%
Other Ferrous 284 L 328 13.4% 290 43 335 13.4%
QOther Non-ferrous 5 0 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
White Goods 25 14 39 36.8% 25 15 40 36 8%
Subtotal 491 .160 651 23.6% 501 164 665 24.6%
ard Waste
Leaves and Grass 926 0 926 0.0% 946 0 946 0.0%
Branches and Brush 984 0 984 0.0% 1,006 0 1.006 ‘0.0%
Subtotal 1,910 0 1,910 0.0% 1,952 0 1,952 0.0%
. )rganics i ] - ' ]
=Food L - 754 of - 753 0.0%} |. 771 0 771 0.0%
:: Rubber/Tires 101 of - i01fl. - 0o0®{:l - -103 0 103 - 0.0%
Wood . 7 =7 a4 12 656/ 1.9%] 658 . 13 671 1.9% T .
Agn. Crop Residue 45 0 46 0.0% 47 0 47 0.0%
Manure - 26 0 26 0.0% 26 0 26 0.0% I
Textiles/Leather 316 0 3i6 0.0% 323 0 323 0.0% |
Diapers ) 234 0 234 0.0% 239 0 239 0.0% . !
" Other Organics 154 0 154 0.0% 158 0 158 0.0%] - .
- Subtotal 2,275 12 2,287 0.5% 2,325 13 2,318 0.5%
* sther Wastes )
Inert Solids 719 0 719 0.0% 735 0 735 0.0%
Hazardous Waste ¢ 37 0 37 0.0% 38 0 38 0.0%
Appliances 38 0] - 38 0.0% 39 0 39 0.0%
Subtotal 794 0 794 0.0% 812 0 812 0.0%
Ash 47 0 47 0.0% 48 0 48 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0l 0 ] 0.0%]| .
Industrial Sludge , 0 0 -0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%|
- Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 ] 0.0% 0 0 0 -0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 1. 0.0% I 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fumn./Mautresses 166 0 166 0.0%|- |- 169 -0 169 0.0%
Subtotal 214 0 214 0.0% 218 o 218 0.0%
Total Waste 9,099 467 9,566 4.9% 9,299 477 9,776 4.9%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay

With Program Implementation

. 1993 1994
WASTE TYPE Diversion’ . Diversion
] ) Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent Disposal | Diversion | Geaeration| Percent
Paper
OCC/Kraft 784 264 1,047 25.2% 801 269 1,070 25.2%
Magazines 88 0 88 0.0% 89 0 89 0.0%
Mixed Paper 722 2 724 03% 737 2 N E 0.3%
Newspaper - 412( 0 4121 . 0.0% 421 0 421 0.0%
" High Grade 123 0] . 123 0.0% 125 .0 125 0.0%
Other Paper " - = - 48 - .0 489 . 0.0%[--f. 500 - of 500(. . 0.0%|
o Subtotal 2,616 266 2,882 9.2% 2,674 - 272 T 2,946 C R2%|. -
Plastic 2 o . Ao L
HDPE 76 0 -76)  0.0% T 0 77 0.0%|
PET 21 3 25 13.0% 22 3 25 13.0%
Film Plastics 267 0 267 0.0% 273 0 2713 0.0%
Polystyrene 57 0] 57 0.0% 58 0 58 0.0%
Other Plastic 228 1 230 0.5% 233 1 235 0.5%
Subtotal 649 4 653 0.7% 663 4 668 0.7%
Glass °
Refillable Beverage 5 0 51 00% 5 0 5 0.0%
* CA Redemption Vajue g3 28 123 22.6% 97 28 125 22.6%
Other Recyelable I35 10 164| . 5.8% 138 10 168 5.8%
Other Non-recyclable 47 0 47 0.0% 48 g 48 0.0%
Subtotal| 302 37 33| 11.0% 309 33 347 11.0%
etals ) .
Aluminum Cans 19 94 13| 83.0% 20 96 16|  83.0%
Other Aluminum 2] 13 M) 3.5% 22 13 35 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 12 0 12 0.0% i2 0 12 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 132 0 132 0.0% 135 0 135 0.0%
Other Ferrous 297 48] 343} 13.4% 303 47 350 13.4%
Cther Non-ferraus 5 0 5 0.0% 5 0 5 “0.0%
White Goods 26 15 411 368% 26 15 4} 36.8%
Subtotai 512 168 680 24.6% 524 i71 695 21.6%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 967 0 967 0.0% 983 0 988 0.0%
Branches and Brush 1,028 0 1,028 0.0% 1.051 0 1,051 0.0%
: Subtotal 1,995 0 1,995 0.0% 2,039 0 2,039 0.0%
> [Organics | T ]
"~ Food -~ . - “788] of- ¢ 788] .0.0%] . - 805 0 8035 0.0%
" Rubber/Tires - 106]° 0 “106] - 0.0% 108 0 108} = 00%
Wood 673 13 685. 1:9% 637 13 700] . 1.9%
Agri. Crop Residue 48 0 438 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
" Maagure .27 0 27 0.0% 27 o 27 0.0%
Textles!Leather 330 0 330 0.0% 337 o 337 0.0%|.
Diapers 244 0 244 0.0% . 250 ol 230 0.0%
* Other Organics 161 0 161 0.0% 165 0 165 0.0%
Subtotal 2,376 13 2,389  05% 2,428 13 2,442 0.5%
ther Wastes
Inert Solids 751 ol 751 0.0% 763 0 768 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 38 0l 38 0.0% 39 0 39 0.0%
Apphliances 39 0 39 0.0% 40 0 40 0.0%
Subtotal 829 1} 829 0.0% 848 0 848 0.0%
Ash 49 0 49 0.0% 50 0 50 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 . 0 0 0.0% )] 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludee 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos ) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%| -
Auto Shredde: VVaste ol - 0 0 0.0% ] 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 f 0.07% 1 -0 T 0.0%
Siuffed Fum. “auresses 173 0 173 0.0%] 177 0 177y 0.0%
Subtotal 223 0 223 0.0% 228 0] 228 0.0%
Total Waste 9.504 488 9,991 4.9% 8,713 499 16.211 4.9%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay

With Program Implementation

Total Waste,

. 1993 _ 1996
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent . Disposal | Diversion | Geperation} Percent
iper ,
OCC/Kraft - 218 275 1,054 252% 836 281 1,118 25.2%
Magazines 91 0 91 0.0% 93 o} 3 0.0%
Mixed Paper 754 2 756 03% 770 2 773 03%
Newspaper 379 51 430 11.9% 388 52 440 11.9%
High Grade 128~ -0 o 1281 - 0.0%| - 131 0 131, 00%
Other Paper = . - 511 o 511 0.0%; 5224 ol ° 5227 0.0%
o Subtotal 2,682 329 . 3,010 10.9% . 2,741 336 3,077  10.9%] -
iastic
HDFPE 79 0 79 0.0% 81§ 0 81 0.0%
PET 13 12 26 48.1% 14 13 26 48.1%
Film Plastics 279 0 279 0.0% 285 ] 285 0.0%
Polystyrene 59 0 59 0.0% 60 0 60 0.0%
Other Plastic 239 1 240 0.5% 244 1 245 0.5%
Subtotal 669 13 682 2.0% 684 14 697 2.0%
lass
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6" 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 66 62 128 483% . 68 63 131 48.3%
Other Recyclable 162 10 172 58% 163 10 175 58%
..Other Non-recyclable 49} 0 T 49 0.0% 50 0 50 0.0%
: Subtotal 283 72| 355) - 20.3% - 289 - 74| 362 . 20.3%|
letals
Alumipgum Cans - 11 107 118 90.6% il 109 ~ 121 90.6%
Other Aluminum 22 13 36 37.5% 23 14 36 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 12 0 12 0.0% 13 0 13 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 138 0 138 0.0% 141 0 141 0.0%
Other Ferrous 310 43 358 13.4% 317 49 366 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 27 16 42 36.8% 27 16 43] - 36.8%
- Subtotal 526 184 710 25.9% 538 188 726 25.9%
‘ard Waste
Leaves and Grass 614 3% 1,010 39.2% 628 405 1,032 392%
Branches and Brush 677 397 1,074 37.0% 692 406 1097 37.0%
- Subtotal 1,291 793 2,084 38.1% 1,319 810 2,130 38.1%
--- Jrganics ] L 1. . - ) ;
~Food- .. 831, . OF 823 0.0%]. 841 0 841 0.0%
Rubber/Tires 110 0 110} " 0.0% 13y 0 113 0.0%
Wood 702 13 716 1.9% 718 14 732 1.9%
Agri. Crop Residue 501 0 50 0.0% 51 0 51 0.0%
Manure 28 0 28 0.0% 28 0 28 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 345 0 345 0.0% 352 0 352 0.0%
Dnapers 255 0 255 0.0% 261 0 261 0.0%|-
Other Organics’ 168 0 168 0.0% 172 0 172 0.0%
Subtotal|- 2,482 13 2,495 0.5% 2,536 14 2,550 0.5%
Jther Wastes ‘
Inert Solids 785 0 785 0.0% 802 0 802 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 40 of- 40 0.0% 41 0 41 0.0%} -
Appliances 41 0 41 0.0% 42| 0 42 0.0%
Subtotal 866 0 866 0.0% 883 0 885 0.0%
Ash 51 0 51 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
Sewage Sludge - 0 -0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge o1 0. 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos - 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 o 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 1 0.0% 1 0 1 0.0%
_ Stuffed Fumn./Maltresses 181 0 181 0.0% 185 0 185 0.0%]
' Subtotal 233 0 233 0.0%) | 238 -0 238 0.0%
9.031 1.403 10,436| . 13.5% 9.230 ‘1,435 10,666

13.5%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay

With Program Implementation

Total Waste

1997 1998
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion { Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Gereration| Percent
aper . ,
OCClKraft 855 288 1,142 25.2% 874 294 1,168 252%
Magazines 95 0 95 0.0% o8 0 98 0.0%
.Mixed Paper 787 2 790 03% 805 2 807 03%
Newspaper 396 53 450, 11.9% 405 .54 439 119%
High Grade 134 0 134 0.0%/|" 137} - 0 137 0.0%
Other Paper _ 533 0 533 00%| § . 545 .0 5 0.0%|
o - Subtotal]l  2,801] . 343| C3adsl - 109%| [ “2.863 . - 3si| - 323) “10.9%
[Plastic ‘ : . j ’ -
HDPE 83 0 83| : 0.0%| " 85 10 gs|
PET 14 13 27 48.1% 14 13 27 48.1%
Film Plastics 291 0 291 0.0%}- 298 0 298 0.0%
Polystyrene 62| . 0 62 0.0% 63 0 63 0.0%
Other Plastc 249 1 2501 - 0.5% 255 1 256 .5%
Subtotal 699 14 713 2.0% 714 14 728 2.0%
Glass :
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 5 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 69 63 134 48.3% n 66 137 48.3%
Other Recyclable 169 10 179 5.8% 173 11 183 5.8%
Other Non-recyclable 5l 0 51 0.0% 52 0 52| 0.0%
Subtotal 293 75 370 20.3% 302 77 378 20.3%
TMetals
Aluminum Cans 12 112 123 90.6% 12 114 126 90.6%
Other Alumigum 23 14 37 37.5% 24 14 38 37.5%
Bi-metal Cans 13 0 13 0.0% 13 0 13 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 144 0 144 0.0% 148 0 48 0.0%
Other Ferrous 324 50 374 13.4% 331 51 382 13.4%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 28 16 44 36.8% 29 17 45 36.8%
Subtotal 550 192 742 25.9% 562 196 758 25.9%
Yard Waste :
Leaves and Grass 641 414 1.055| 39.2% 656 423 1,078 39.2%
Branches and Brush 707 415 1,121 37.0% 722 424). 1,146 37.0%
: Subtotal 1,348 828 2,177 33.1% 1,378 8467 2,224 38.1%
Orgamcs
.. Food. . 859 0 859} 00% 878 0 878 0.0%
- Rubber_fl'ires ) Y R 115 ~.00%]| 118y 0 118 0.0%
U Wood . . 734 14 48] - 1.9%{" 750 14 763 1.9% .
Agni. Crop Residue 52 0 T 52) C 0.0%| .54 0 54 0.0%)
Manure 29 0 29 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 360 o1 360 0.0% 368 0 368 0.0%
Diapers 267 0 267 0.0% 273 0 273 0.0%
"Other Organics 176 0 176 0.0% 180 0 180 0.0%
Subtotal 2,592 14 2,606 " 0.5% 2,649 14 2,664 0.5%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 820 0 82010 0.0% 838 0 R38 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 42 0 43 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
Appliances 43 (UR 43 0.0% 44 0 44 0.0%
Subtotat 905 0 905 0.0% 925 0 925 0.0%
Ash v 54 0 34 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
© Sewage Sludye 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industnat Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0f. 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos ' ¥ . 0 0y 0 0.0% 0] 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 o i 0.0% l 0 1 0.0%
Stwffed Fum. Mattresses 189 0 189 0.0% 193 0 193 0.0%
Subtotal 243 0 243 0.0% 249 0 249 0.0%]| --
9,433 1,467 10,900 13.5% 9,641 1,499  il.140[ 13.5%

0.0%|.. ~

-

| — -
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay

With Program Implementation

1999

. 2000
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent Disposal’ | Diversion | Generation| Percent
per
OCC/Kraft 893 300 1,193 25.2% 136 1,083 1,219 B88%
Magazines 100 0 100 0.0% 72f 30 i02 29.4%
Mixed Paper 822 ] 825 0.3% 593 249 842 29.6%
Newspaper 414 56 470 11.9% 175 305 480 63.5%
_ High Grade L E:0] 0 140 0.0% . 52 .. 91 . 143 63.6%
" Other Paper .. - s557[.. . o). 5571 0 0.0%p- 402 167|569 293%| -
' Subtotal|. . 2,926 359 3,284] ° 10.9% 1,430 1,925  3,355] 57.4%|
- HDPE 86 0 86 0.0%| 32 56 88 63.6%
"PET 15 13 28 48.1% 7 22 29 75.9%
Film Plastics 304 ol 304 0.0% 219 91 310 29.4%
Polystyrene 64 0 64 0.0% 46 20| 66 303%
Other Plastic 260 1 262 0.5% 188 80 268 29.9%
Subtotal 730 15 744 2.0% 492 269 761 35.3%
1S5 .
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redempton Value 72 68 140 483% 20 123 143 86.0%
Other Recyclable 176 11 187 58% 58 133 191 69.6%
Other.Neon-recyclable 34 o 5 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
Subtotal _.308] 79 387 20.3% 140 6] 396 64.6%]
tals
Aluminum Cans 12 117 129 90.6% 13 119 132 90.2%] -
Other Aluminum 24 15 39 37.5% 4 35 39 89.7%
Bi-metal Cans 13 0 13t 00% 10 4 14 28.6%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 151 0 151 0.0% 109 45 154 292%
Other Ferrous 338 52 390 13.4% 92 - 308 400 77.0%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 5 2 7| 28.6%
White Goods ' 29 17 46 36.8% 5] . 42 47 89.4%
_ Subtotal 574 201 -775 25.9% 238 555 793 70.0%
rd Waste
Leaves and Grass 670 432|.. 1,102 39.2% 410 716 1,126 63.6%
Branches and Brush 738 433 1,171 37.0% 436 762 1,198 63.6%
Subtotal 1,408 865 2,273 38.1% 846 1,478 2,324] 63.6%
. ganics B B . .
Food 298| - 0| - 898 .0.0% 649 269 518 293%
Rubber/Tires. - 1201, 0l 120 = 0.0% 123 0 12317 0.0%
Wood 766 15 781 1.9% 276 523 799 65.5%
Agm. Crop Residue 55 0 55 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
Manure - 30 0 30 0.0% 31 0 31 0.0%
Textles/Leather 376 0 376 0.0% 384 0 3% 0.0%
Diapers 279 0 279 0.0% 285 0 285 0.0%
"Other Organics 134 0 184 0.0% 187 0 187 0.0%
Subtotal 2,708 15 2,722 0.5% 1,990 792 2,782 28.5%
ver vyastes
Inert Solids 856 0 856 0.0% 317 559 876 63.8%
Hazardous Waste 44 o . # 0.0% 44 0 44 0.0%
Appliances » 45 0] - 45 0.0% 47 0 47 0.0%
' Subtotal 945 0 945 0.0% 408 559 967 57.8%
Ash 56 0 s6l 0 0.0% 57 0 57 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 or 0.0% 0 ¢ 0 0.0%
_ Asbestos . 0 0 0~ G.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
* Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 g 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 0 1 0.0% 11. 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 197 0 197 0.0% 201 0 201 0.0%
' Subtotal 254 0 2540 0.0%).. 259 _0 259 0.0%
Tota] Waste 9,853 1,532| 11,3835 "13.5% 5,803 5834 11,637 £0.1%{-
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Lindsay

With Program Implementation

.

2001 2002
WASTE TYPE . Diversion Diversion.
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal [ Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper -

i OCC/Kraflt 139 1.107 1,246 88.8% 142 1,131 1,273 88.8%
Magazines 74 31 104 29.4%) - 75| - 31 107 29.4%
Mixed Paper 606 2 861 29.6% 619 260 879 29.6%
Newspaper 179 312 491 63.5% 183 319 501 63.5%
High Grade oS53 - - 93] 146 63.6% 5 a5 149 63.6%

~QOther Paper . - canl -0 an . 582):-.293%( |- o420 - 174 . 594 293% .

R - "Subtotal 1,461 1,967 3,429}  57.4% 1,494} 2,011) | 3,504] ¢ 57.4%] .
Plastic - : . . - . -
HDPE 33 57 90 63.6% 33 - 58 N2t  63.6%
PET 7 ‘22 300 759% 7 23 30| 759%
Film Plastics 224 93 317 29.4% 229 95 324 29.4%
Polystyrene 47 20 o7 303% 48 21 - 69 303%
Other Plastic 192 82 274 29.9% 196 84 280 29.9%
Subtotal 503 275 778 35.3% 514 281 795 35.3%
Glass ' . .
Refillable Beverage 7 0 ) 0.0% - 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 20 126 146 86.0% 21 128 149 86.0%
Other Recyclable 59 136 195 69.6% 61 139 199 69.6%
COther Non-recyclable 56 1] 56 0.0% 57 0 57 0.0%
Subtotal 143 262 405 64.6% 146 267 414] 64.6%
Metals
Aluminum Cans 13 122 i35 90.2% 14 124 138 90.2%
Other Aluminum 4 36 40 89.7% 4 37 4] 89.7%
Bi-metal Cans 10 4 14 28.6% 10 4 15 2B.6%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 111 46 157 29.2% i14 47 161 29.2%
Other Ferrous 94 315 409 T1.0% 96 322 418 T1.0%
Other Non-ferrous ‘5 2 7 28.6% 5 2 7 28.6%
White Goods 5 43 48 89.4% 5 44 49 85.4%
. Subtotal 243 567 810 70.0% 249 580 828 70.0%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 419 . 732 1,151 63.6% 428 748 1,176 63.6%
Brapches and Brusb 446 T 1,224 63.6% 455 796 1,251 63.6%
. . Subtotal 865 1,511 2,375 6).6% 884 1,544 2,427 £63.6%
"[Organics. -~ " R . _ .

Food = - . . .663] . 275 938( - - 29.3%| . 678). 281 959 - 293%

* Rubber/Tires - 126 S0l e . 0.0%) 128 0 . 128 00%
Wood 282 535 817 65.5%) " | 288 546 T B35 65.5%
Agri. Crop Residue .56 0 56 0.0%| 57 0 57 0.0%
Manure 32 of 32 0.0% 32 0 32 0.0%
Textles/Leather 392 0 392 0.0% 401 0 401 0.0%
Diapers 291 0 291 0.0% 298 0 298 0.0%
" Other Organics 191 0 194 0.0% 195 0 195 0.0%

Subtotal 2,034 809 2843 28.5% 2,079 827 2,906] 285%

Other Wastes . ’

Inert Solids 324 571 895 63.3% 331 584 915 63.8%
Hazardous Waste 45 0 45 0.0% 46 0 45 0.0%
Appliances 43 of 43 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%

Subtotal 417 571 988 57.8% 426 584 1,016 57.8%
Ash 58 0 8] 00% 60| - 0 60 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 ~0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% .0 -0 0 0.0%

- Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% g 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 4] ) 0 0.0%|" Q 0 G 0.0%
Auto Bodies . 1 0 1 0.0% 1 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 205 0 205 0.0% 210 0 210 0.0%|

Sulitatal 265 ol 265 0.0% 271 0 271 0.0%|
Total Waste 5931} 5962 11,893 50.1% 6,061 6,094 12,155 50.1%]

\ ‘ . .
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Lindsay
4 With Program Implementation
_ 2003 2004
WASTE TYPE _ Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal { Diversion | Generation| Percent
r
peOCCIK_raIt . 145 1156 . 1301 88.8% 148 1,181 1330 88.8%
Magazines . 77 32 109 29.4% 79 33 111 294%
Mixed Paper 633 266 899 29.6% 647 272 919 29.6%
Newspaper 187 .. 326 512 63.5% 191 333 524 63.5%
High Grade 56 97 153 63.6% 57 99 156 63.6%
QOther Paper 429 178]. . 607 293%| . 4391 - . 182 . 6211 . - 293%
‘ . Subtotal]. 1,526 2,055) 3,581 © 57.4% " 1,560 2,)00| ' 3,660, '57.4%
stic . - . : . . B .
HDPE 34 60 94 ~63.6% 35 61} %| 63.6%
PET 7 23 31 759% 8 24 32 75.9%
Film Plastics 234 97 331 29.4% 239 99! 338 29.4%
Polystyrene 49 21 70 30.3% 50 22 72 303%
Other Plastic . 201 85 286 29.9% 205 87 292|: 29.9%
. Subtotal 525 287 812 35.3% 537 293 830 35.3%
1SS
Refillable Beverage 7 0 7 6.0% 8 0 8 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 2] 131 153 86.0% 22 134 156 86.0%
Other Recyclable 62 142 204 69.6% 63 145 208 69.6%
Other Non-recyclable 59 .0 59 0.0% 60 c 60 0.0%
Subtotal 149 273 423 64.6% 153 279 432 64.6%
tals . : R . N
Aluminum Cans .14 127 141 50.2% 14 130 144 90.2%
Other Aluminum 4 37 42| B9.7% 4 38 43 89.7%
Bi-metal Cans o 1 4 15 28.6% 11 4 15 28.6%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 116 48 164 29.2% i19 49 168 29.2%|
Other Ferrous 98 329 427 77.0% 100 336 436 77.0%
Other Non-ferrous 5 2 7 28.6% 5 2 8 28.6%
White Goods 5 45 50 89.4% 5 46 51 89.4%
Subtotal 254 592 846 70.0% 260 605 865 70.0%
d Waste
Leaves and Grass 438 764 1,202 63.6% 447 781 1,228 63.6%
Branches and Brush _ 465 813 1,279 63.6% 476 831 1307 63.6%
Subtotal 903 1,578 2,481 63.6% 923 1,612 2,535 63.6%
. :anics -
+ .. Food . . 693} 287 980 293%; . 708 293 1,001 29.3%
. "Rubber/Tizes 131 0 133 0.0% . 134 0 134 0.0%
Wood " -~ 293 -558| - 853 . 65.5% - 301 5714 872 65.5%
Agri. Crop Residue 59 0 59 0.0% 60 0 60 0.0%
Manure 33 .0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 410 0 410 0.0% 419 0 419 0.0%
Diapers 304 0 304 0.0% 311 0 311 0.0%
"Other Organics 200 -0 200 0.0% 204 0 204 0.0%
Subtotal 2,124 845" 2970 28.5% 2,171 864 3,035f 285%
er wasles
Inert Solids 338 597 935 63.8% 346 610 956 63.8%
Hazardous Waste 47 0 47 0.0% 48 0 48 0.0%
Appliances 50 9 . 50 0.0% 51 .0 51 0.0%
Subtotal 436 597 1,032 57.8% 445 610 1,055 57.8%
Ash 61 0 61 0.0% 62 0 62 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos ‘ 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%]|. .0 (] 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 1 ol - 1 0.0% 1 .0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 215 0 215 0.0% 219 0 219 0.0%
Subtotal 276 0 276 0.0%. - 283 "0 283 0.0%
‘Total Waste 6,194 6,228 12,4221 50.1%| 6,331 6,365 12,695 50.1%

e




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS
- City of Lindsay - With Program Implementation
’ . - 2005 .
WASTE TYPE Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Genemation{ Percent
aper
OCCiKraft 152 1,207 1359 88.8%
Magazines : 80 "33 114 29.4%
Mixed Paper ° 661 278 939 29.6%
Newspaper 195 3401 - 535 63.5%
- High Grade : . 581 - 101 155 63.6%
Other Paper . 448 186 634 . 293%
N : ‘Subtotal| - 1594 - -2,146]- 3,741| @ 57.4%|
tic R B .. . B "
~HDPE =~ = . 7 36 62 © 98 636%
PET . 8 25 32 75.9%
Film Plastics 244 101 346 29.4%
Polystyrene 51 22 74 30.3%
Other Plastic . 210 8% . 299 299%
Subtotal 549 300 - 848 35.3%
Glass
Refillable Beverage 8 0 3 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 22 137 159 . 86.0%
Other Recyclable 65 148 213 69.6%
Other Non-recyclable 61 0 61 0.0% ’ .
~ Subtotal 156 285 442 64.6% .
Metals . )
Alumipum Cans 14 133 147 902% . . l
Other Aluminum 4 39 43 89.7%
Bi-metal Cans ’ 11 4 16| 28.6% -
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 122 50 172 29.2% : '
Other Ferrous 103 343 446 77.0% )
Other Non-ferrous 6 2] - 8 28.6% L
White Goods 6 47 52 89.4%
Subtotal 265 619 884 70.0%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 457 798 1.255 63.6%
Branches and Brush 436 850 1336 63.6%
Subtotal 943 1,648 2,591 63.6%
Organics ) -
Food 724 300 1,024 293%
RubberTires -~ - | 1374 © 0 137} - 0.0%|
- Wood. - - - 308 583 891l - 65.5%| -
Agr. Crop Residuve -7}~ ° 6l 0 6l 0.0%]| - i
Manure ’ 35 0 33 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 428 0 428 0.0%
Diapers 318 0 3i8 0.0%
" Other Organics 208 0 208 0.0%
: : Subtotal| ~ 2,219 883 3,102| 285%
Other Wastes .
Inert Solids 353 623 977 63.8%
Hazardous Waste 49 0 49 0.0%
Appliances . 52 0 52 0.0%
Subtotal 455 623| 1,078 57.8%
Ash 64 0 64 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 ¢ 0 0.0%
Asbeslos 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 .0 0.0%
Auto Eodies | 0 1 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Matiresses 224 0 2241 . 00%
Subtotal - 289 0 289 0.0%
© Total Waste : 6,470 6,505 12,975 50.1%




CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Local Assistance aﬁd—Planning Committee
February 9, 1994

AGENDA ITEM # Y

ITEM: Consideration of Petition for Reduction in the
Dlver51on Requlrements for the Clty of Exeter

'BACKGROUND

Publlc Resources Code (PRC) Section 41780 requires that each city
and county divert 25 percent of its waste from landfills by 1995
and 50 percent by the year 2000. Source Reduction and Recycling
Elements (SRRE) are prepared by the cities and counties as a
planning guide for meeting the diversion maridates (PRC Section
41000 and 41300). The SRREs describe the programs which the
jurisdictions will use to achieve 25 percent and 50 percent
diversion. PRC Section 41782 allows the California Integrated
Waste Management Board (Board) to grant reductiéns in planning
and diversion requirements. Section 18775 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations {14 CCR), identifies the
gualifications that a jurisdiction must meet to petition the
Board for a reduction in the requirements.

An incorporated city must have specific characteristics in oxrder
to petition for a reduction. The required characteristics are:

1. a geographic area of less than 3 square miles;
or
a population density of less than 1500 people per
square mile; and

2. a waste generation rate-of less than 100 cubic yards
_per day or; 60 tons per - day

'fR ggeated Reduct;ons

The City of Exeter is requesting a reduction of the 1995
diversion reguirements to 13.5 percent.

ANALYSIS:

City Characteristics

The City of Exeter is located in Tulare County, in the southeast
portion of the San Joaquin Valley. This area is predominantly
flat, but is bounded on the east by the foothills of the Sierra
Nevada mountains. The City is adjacent to the rural,
unincorporated area of Tulare County and the City of
Farmersville. The City is primarily a bedroom community with the
major employers being the Hospital, School System, Mayflower
Packing, $.L. Douglass and Workman Enterprises. Most job.

Y
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opportunities are available outside the City, in the larger
communities of Visalia, Tulare and Porterville. The City of

. Exeter has a median household income of $20,880 and a population
of 7, 825.

The. City of Exeter meets the criteria .ta petition the Board for
reduced diversion and/or plannlng requirements., The City of.

-~ Exeter has an area of 2,09 square milés, and a waste. generatlon»
rate of 22.7 tons per day. .

S0lid Waste Collection and Disposal

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities in the.
City. Most of the golid waste generated in the City is disposed
of at the Woodville Disposal Site, 14 miles southwest of the
City. '

Allied Disposal has an exclusive franchise contract with the City

of Exeter, through November 1997, for the collection of solid
waste'generated in the City. Subscrlptlon to Allied Disposal’s

gervice is mandatory and all re51dent1al and commercial customers

are billed for the service by the City. The City of Exeter’s

Public Works Department also provides speC1a1 leaf pick-ups in

the fall and winter of each year. .

Current Diversion Programs

Currently 579 tons per year, or 7.0 percent of the City’s waste,
is diverted from disposal through source reduction and recycling.
Most of the current diversion is the result of the citizens of
Exeter using other jurisdicticns’ programs. The only municipally
sponsored diversion program involves the seasonal collection of
leaves, which are collected. from-the city streets and composted
in a windrow compostlng system _

The following table summarizes the dlver51on activities and
quantities diverted in 1990.

NS
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Diversion by Material Type
Tons per Year

Existing Diversion Programs

> California Certified Redemption Centers.

> City seasonal collection of leaves from the city streets.
> Commercial/Industrial programs that collect cardboard.

> Landfill salvage program (recovered from self-haul loads).
> Reduced tipping fee for clean loads of yard waste.

»  Cloth diaper usage. '

"The initial Solld ‘Waste Generation. Scudy ldentlfled 1,881 tons of
waste material.as diverted by these and other programs in 1990;
this represents 19.6 percent of the waste generated in the City.
This includes 1,302 tons per year of inert solids, which have

. been excluded from the base year waste diversion levels as
specified in PRC 41781.2. The exclusion of this 1,302 tons
reduces the base year diversion rate for the City from 19.6
percent to 7.0 percent.

Proposed Divergion

The City plans on maintaining existing diversion programs. 1In
addition, the City plans on implementing new programs to increase
diversion levels to 13.5 percent. The following programs will be
targeted by the City:

> Pursue the development of a yard waste collection and
processing program. The yard waste collection program was
identified in and selected from the original preliminary
. draft SRRE. The City of Exeter found this program to be- the

Material : Total | Diversion | Residential. Non
. o SRS . : Residential |-

oce/Kraft, - | 229 2.77% . 0 ‘229
PET IR 4 0.05% 4 - 0
CRV _Glass 26 0.32% 26 0

9 0.13% 9 4]
Aluminum Cans 88 1.06% 88 4]
Other Alumipum 10 0,12% 0 - 10
Steel Cans _83 1.00% 83 . 0
| Other Ferrous 64 0.77% 0 &4
Wnite Goods 21 0.25% -0 21
Yard Wagte 42 0.51% 42 Q
Diapers : 3 0.04% 3 - 0
Totals 579 - . 7.00% 255 324

He
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- most effective in diverting large amounts of waste while
keeping the fiscal realities facing the City in mind.

> Promote public education programs assoc1ated w1th the yard
waste program.

o ‘Utilize the materials from the. medid - klts prov1ded by the}u*
CIWMB, to the extent practlcal .

> As new markets for materials become available through the
Recycling Market Development Zone, the City will investigate
the feasibility of diverting materials to such facilities.

> The City is also continuing to monitor purchasing decisions
to encourage the purchase of materials and products that are
recycled, that have minimal packaging, are supplied in bulk,
and are reusable, recyclable and divertable.

> Promote participation in the California Certified Redemption
Center program. .

Proposed Planning and Diversion Reductions

Reduction in the diversion requirements: )
The City of Exeter requests that the diversion level .
required for the short-term planning period (1991-1995)
be reduced from 25 percent to 13.5 percent.

The City is requesting these reductions for the follow1ng
reasons:

a) The cost of implementing additional diversion pregrams
-will be a significant hardship for the City due to the lack
..of funding associated with the small size and waste
. 'generation of the City (see table Summarlzlng the current.:
Solid Waste budget for the City).

b) The City does not have the staff to pursue extensive
diversion programs. The Public Works Director is the staff
"assigned for the City's solid waste activities.

c) The City of Exeter is primarily a bedroom community for
Visalia and Porterville, and has a lack of commercial and
industrial enterprises that could provide waste streams that
are easily and economically targeted for diversion programs.

Funding

The Solid Waste Budget for the City of Exeter is funded through )
monthly billings for service on residential and -commercial solid, ‘ .

1177
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waste collection accounts, as well as a 27 percent franchise fee.
This raises $526,000 annually, which is used completely each year
without generating any .reserve funds (see table below). However,
a fund balance does exist and is 'used to cover contingency
'situations as well as the- start up of the residential yard waste
program. Historically, the Solid Wasté budget expenditures . .
exceed annual revenues by $3,000, leaving a def1C1t each 'year
from the Solid Waste Budget. The refuse rates were 1ncreased by -
5.6-6 percent in December 1993, to reflect the increase in
landfill tipping fees and the cost of refuse collection.

The proposed yard waste diversion program is anticipated to cost
$4.00 per household per .month. The City estimates that diversion
programs to meet the 25 percent diversion goal would add an
additional $139,360 to annual operating costs.

City of Exeter - Solid Waste Budget
Fiscal Year 1993-94

e

Estimated Fund Balance (July 1, 1993) $125,000

Revenue $526,000
Refuse Collection ' _ 525,000
Investment Earnings 1,000
Expenses ' $529,000
Salary and Benefits 36,555
Qffice Expense ' - 3,600
Special Department Expense 4,500
Telephone . ‘ ' 100
Utilities SR DT | . 500
Maintenance of Bu11dings Structures g . 500
and Grounds )

Maintenance/Operation Vehicles 500
Contract Services: Allied Disposal . 381,000
Insurance, Bonds & Retirement ' 2,745
Alley Repair : 28, 000
Franchise General Fund : 27,000
Leaf Collection/Street Sweeping 44,000
Estimated Fund Balance (June 30, 1554) $122,000

He.
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staff Analysis

City Staff

Responsibility for administering the solid waste activities and
waste management programs within the City of Exeter is placed ]
upon the Public Works Director, with bookkeeplng for billing-and

" .collection, administration and. superv1s;on of 'franchise contract

services, and miscellaneous other Services being provided by the
appropriate city staff. Duties of the Public Works Director are
summarized below. '

City of Exeter-Public Works Director

» Responsible for street malntenance parks, water services,
and wastewater treatment.

> Plans and directs all solid waste activities.

> Responsible for the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
compliance activities.

- The City of Exeter believes, based on their low population and . .
volume of solid waste, limited funding and staff, and lack of

local markets for recyclables that they will be able to reach an .
alternative diversion goal of 13.5 percent goal for the short

term periocd. .

-Board staff believe that the request for a reduction of the
short-term goal to 13.5 percent is a reasonable request
considering the demographic and economlc characteristics of the
City of Exeter. :

Cohelueion"

The City of Exeter quallfles, under the condltlons of PRC Section
41782 and 14 CCR Section 18775, to petition for a reduction in
the diversion requirements. 14 CCR Section 18775 requires the
“petitioning jurisdiction to prov1de the following information in
its petition: .

1. A general description of .existing disposal and
diversion systems, including documentation:of the types
and guantities of waste disposed and diverted;

2. Identification of the specific reductions being
requested (i.e., planning.and/or diversion
requirements) ;

1nq
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February 9, 1994 _ _ ‘ Page 7
3. Documentation of why attainment of diversion and
- planning requirements is not feasible; and
4. ~ The planning and diversion requirements that are

achlevable and why

Board staff have rev1ewed the petltlon from Exeter and found that
it complles with these requlrements Based on the information.
provided in the petition, Board staff believe that the dlver51on
reduction requested by Exeter is justlfled

Board staff has worked with the consultant for the City of Exeter
in the preparation of the petition. The current and proposed
programs ocutlined in the City’s preliminary draft SRRE and.
petition demonstrate the City’'s commitment to meeting the intent
of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989. The City of '
Exeter has asked for the reduction based on limited staffing and
a lack of funds for implementing diversion programs. The City
has sufficiently demonstrated both of these conditions.

STAFF COMMENTS:
Board staff recommend that the Committee consider the City of
Exeter’'s petition for reduction in the diversion requirements to
13.5 percent.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Copy of 14 CCR Section 18775

2. City of Exeter reduction petition
3. Board Resolution # 94-

" prepared by:_ Trevor n..~mderg"%‘:¢‘@2f .. Phone (916} 255-2309 -

- Reviewed by:_Toni Galloway ~[¢& Phone_(916) 255-2653

Reviewed by:_Judith J. Friedman - Phone (916) 255-2555
Reviewed by:_ Dorothy Rice ﬁ}. fgL;j;.f”Phonetiglﬁ) 255-2206
Legal Review: ffi; Date/Time //5&4ﬁf/ﬁfoda¢\
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

RESOLUTION # 94-%% - . |

FOR THE REDUCTION OF DIVERSION
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CITY OF EXETER

Title 14, Division 7, Chapter 9, Section 18775

WHEREAS, Publlc Resources Code Section 41782 allows
reductions in the diversion and planning requirements.
-specified in Public ResScurces Code Section 41780, if a
city or county can demonstrate that.achievement of the ~
mandated requirements is not feasible due to
geographical size or low population density, and small
waste generation rates; and -

WHEREAS, Title 14 of the California Code of .
Regulations, Section 18775 allows for qualifying
jurisdictions to petition the Board for reductions in
planning and diversion goals mandated by Public
Resources Code Section 41780; and

WHEREAS, the Board has received a petitiocn for
reductlons in the diversion reduirements from the City- -
of Exeter; and

WHEREAS, the City of Exeter qualifies based on

geographic size, population density, and small waste .
generation rates to petition the Board for specified

reductions; and

WHEREAS, the Board has found that the request for
reduction in diversion requirements to allow the City
of Exeter to achieve a 13.5 percent level of waste
diversion by January 1, 1995 is reasconable; and

WHEREAS, the City has complied with Public Resources
Code: Section 41782, and Title 14 of the Callfornla Code
‘'of Regulations, Section 18775; and

WHEREAS, the Integrated Waste Management Local
Assistance and Planning Committee approved the staff
recommendation to allow the City of Exeter to reduce
the short term diversion goals from 25 percent to 13.5
percent;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby

grants the reduction in diversion requirements for the
City of Exeter to 13.5 percent for January 1, 1995.

l_a_.|



BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the City SRRE has not
"been locally adopted and submitted to the Board by the
deadline set in statute; or, if the City SRRE is not

approved by the Board pursuant to the provisions of
Chapter 7, Part 2, of Division 30 of the Public
Resources Code (commencing with Section 41800), then
the diversion reductions granted above shall be deemed
revoked

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted by the California'Integrated Waste Management Board on
February 23, 1994.

Dated:

Ralph E. Chandler
Executive Director

Iaa.



Section 18775. Reduction in Diversion and Planning Requirements.

(a) A city or county may petition the Board, at a public hearing, to reduce the diversion requirements specified in

Public Resources Code section 41780, and planning requirements. To petition for a reduction, the city or county shall

present verification to the Board which indicates that achievement of the requirements is not feasible due .to small -
geographic size or low population density of the city or counry and the small quantity of waste it generates. To qualify ' .
1o petition for a reduction in the diversion and planning requireinents, a city or county must meet the following :

(1) For an incorporated city, 2 geographic area of less than-3 square miles or a population density of less than
1500 people per square mile and a waste generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day or 60 tons per
day.

(2) .For the unincorporated area of a county, a geographic area of less than 1500 square miles or a population '
density of less than 10 people per squa:c [mlc and a waste generauon rate of less Lhan 100 cubic yards per day
L or 60 tons per day. - . . -

b} Based on mformauon presented at the hearing, :.he Board may cstablrsh rcduced dlvcrswn rcqum:mcnts and
alternative, but less comprehensive, planning requirements. A petitiotier may identify those ‘specific planning
requirements from which it wants to be relieved and provide justification for the reduction. Examples of reduced
planning requirements could include, but would not be limited to, reduced requirements for solid waste generation
studies, and reduced requirements and consolidation of specific component requirements, These reduccd planning
requirements, if granted, must ensure compliance with Public Resourccs Code section 41782,

{c)} Cities and counties requesting a reduction in the diversion and pla.nnmg requirements must include the following .
information in the reduction petition: ‘

(1) A general description of the existing disposal and diversion systems, including documentation of the types
and quantities of waste disposed and diverted. Documentation sources may mcludc but are not limited to, the
following:

(A) Solid Waste Generation or Characterization Studies;
(B) Diversion data from public and private recycling operations;

(C) Current year waste loading information from permitted solid waste facilities used by the

jurisdiction; . ) .

(2} Identification of the specific reductions being requested (i.e. diversion or planning requirements or both);

(3) Documentation of why attainment of mandated diversion and planning requirements is not feasible.
Examples of documentation could include, but are not limited to:

{A) Evidence from the documentation sources specified in paragraph (¢)(1) of this section;

(B) Verification of existing solid wasie budget revenues and expenses from the duly authorized
dcs:gnatcd represcmauvc of the cny or counry

@) The planmng or dwcrslon rcqulrcmems that the cuy or county feels are- ach:evablc and why.

(d) Cities and counties whlch pcuuon the Board and feceive a reduction in the diversion and planning requirements
pursuant to this section, shall fully address the following issues in an annual report submitted to the Board within 90
days of the anniversary date the reduction was originally granted, and each year thereafter until the Board-mandated
diversion levels are met:

1) the city or county's current activities 10 establish and mmnla.m source reduction and recycling
programs; : '

2) changes in demographics in the city or county;

i3) changes in types and amounts of waste generated in the city or county;

L] changes in funding sources for implen'icming the Elements or Plang

&) changes in markets for the city or county’s recyclables.

(e) The Board may, upon review of the annual report, find that a revision or revocation of the reduction is necessary.
The Board shall present any such findings at a public hearing.

(f) If & regional agency is named in a regional agreement as the responsible entity for the achievement of the diversion .
" requirements specified in PRC section 41780, neither the regional agency nor any member of the regional agency will be
eligible for a reduction in the diversion requirements of PRC section 41780,

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 40502, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 41782, 41783 through ' . a -
41786 and 41802, 40973 Public Resources Code. - - | B a3
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1.0 SUMMARY

The City of Exeter is commitied to cooperating with the State to achieve the intentions of AB §39.
- However, because of the fiscal impacts of other State-mandated programs, the small population
" base of the City, limited City staff and financial resources, and limited commercial and industrial

_busmesses with correspondlng 81gmf icant waste volumes, the Cny of Exeter will not be able to
' feasibly achleve a 25% diversion rate- by 1995 ‘Asan alternanve the C:Ly proposes to 1mplcment'
targeted programs thal it believes to be feasible and effective in producmg a 13.5% diversion rate -

by 1995.

The City of Exeter hereby petitions the California Integrated Waste Management. Board and

requests that the Board consider the conditions facmg the City and approve its petition for an

alternative diversion program.

2.0 ELIGIBILITY TO PETITION THE BOARD

The City of Exeter meets the criteria established by the CIWMB regulations for filing this petition:
Geographic Area! 2.09 square miles
Waste Generation Rate (1990)° 22.7 tons/day (38 cubic yards)

. Sources: 1 Howard Ricks, Director, City of Exeter Public Works Department.
2 Preliminary Draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of
Exeter, September 1991, -

. 73.0.TYPE OF PETITION _ " .|
3.1 Short-Term Planning Period

The City of Exeter requests that the diversion level for the short term planning period (1991 -

1995) be reduced from 25% to 13.5% because it cannot feasibly meet the diversion requirements in

an efficient and cost effective manner.

0 3.2 Medi.um-Term Planning Period

The City also does not bejieve that is can feasibly meet the medium-term (1996-2000) diversion
requirement of 50% in an efficient and cost effective manner and iniends to petition the CIWMB
prior to the year 2000 for a reduction in its medium-term diversion requirements. -

City of Exeter - CI'YMB Petition ' ' Page ]
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4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 Geographic Setting and Physical Characteristics

The City of Exeter is located in Tulare County, in the southeast ;-)ortion of the San Joaquin Valley.
~ This area is predominantly flat, but is bounded on the east by the foothills of the Sierra Nevada
mountain chain. The City-of Exeter is 2.09 square miles in area and is surrounded by the rural,
uni'neorporatéd area of Tulare County and the (_?ity of Farmersville te the west.

4.2 Population and Housing

The 1993 population of the City-of Exeter is estimated at 7,925 persons (California Department of
Finance Report 93 E-1, Population Estimates for California Cities and Counties, ij‘icial State
‘Estimates, May 1993). The housing units in the City of Exeter include 1,961 single-family units,
503 multi-famil_y. units, 170 mobile homes, and 17 other residential units (State Census Data
Center, 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File 1, Complete Tables).

4.3 Economy.

The City of Exeter is primarily a bedroom community; major job opportunities are available in the
larger communities, Visalia, Tulare, and Porterville within quare County or in the larger cities,
Fresno to the north and Bakersfield to the south. The majbr employers in Exeter with their
respective employment figures inciude the following:

» School District 330

. .S.L.,D'ouglass':, o e 305 ) |
'« Exeter Memorial District Hospital . -+ - = 200 oo -
» Mayflower Packing 142

* Workman Enterprises - 100 ‘

The median household income in 1689 was $20,880-(U.S. Census of 1990).

4.4 Solid Waste Generation and Management

Solid Waste Generation

An Initial Solid Waste Generation Study was completed for the City pursuant to Article 6.1 of Lhe
Planning Guidelines issued by the CTWMB. The results of the study are summarized in Table 1. .

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition oL ' Page 2
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Table 1

SOLID WASTE GENERATION!
(Tons/Year - 1990)

- Sourpe .. .Disposed Diverted Incinerated . Generated .
Residemiad 3927 255 0 . 4182
‘Commercial 1512 324° 1732 2,009
Industrial 0 0 0 0
Self-Haul 2,080 0 0 2,080
Total~ 7519 s 1B 8271

I Solid Waste Generation data has been modificd to exclude inert solids diverted through an asphalt
recycling program and a private industrial facility pursuant to AB 2494
2Represents all non-residential diversion or incineration including industrial and self-haul,

Source: Pretiminary Draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Exeter, September 1991,

The Initial Solid Waste Generation Study prepared for the City was part of a joint-regional study
conducted for all jurisdictions in Tulare County. The wasle disposal characterization study was
performed using a quantitative field methodology. Waste disposal quantities were obtained
through County disposal records and quantity records from hauler records. Residential and
commercial loads for the region were sampled and sorted to determine the composition of wastes
disposed of. Industrial/roll-off loads and self-haul loads for the region were visually surveyed to
determine the composition of wastes disposed of. Waste diversion quantities were determined
using jurisdiction-specific déta from various diversion programs and recycling facilities.

Disposal Sites

There are no permitted solid waste disposal facilities or sites in the City of Exeter. The Woodville
-Diéposa] Site, located approximately 14 miles southwest of the City in the unincorporated area of
Tulare County, serves as the primary dispos;ﬂ site for waste generated within the City. The landfill
is owned and operated by Tulare County..

-

Collection Services

Aliied Disposal has an exclusive franchise contract through November 1997 with the Ciry of Exeter
for the collection of solid waste disposed of in the City. Subscription to Allied Disposal's service

is mandatory and all residential and commercial customers are billed for the service by the City.

City o Exeter - CIWMB Petition - : Page 3
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Collection services provided by Allied Disposal are automated and all residential and some .
commercial customers are provided with 100-gallon automatic containers. Other commercial.

~customers use bins ranging from one to six cubic yards in size.

The City of Exeter's Public Works Department also provides special leaf pick-ups in the fall and

winter of each year.

. Current Diversion Activities .

The Initial Solid Waste Generation Study identified waste diversion quantities by collecting
jurisdiction-specific diversion data from various diversion programs and recycling facilities.

Diversion programs identified include the following;
+ Use of cloth diapers instead of disposable diapers.

« California Certified Redemption Centers buy-back programs which collect PET California
redemption value (CRV) containers, glass CRV and other glass food and beverage
~ containers, and aluminum cans. .

» Commercial/industrial programs that collect cardboard for recycling.

» A Landfill salvage program at the Woodville DisposalASite which recovers other aluminum ‘ .
metals, other ferrous metals, and white goods from self-haul loads for recycling. .

o A reduced tipping fee is charged at the Woodville Disposal Site for disposal of clean loads of
yard and wood waste. These materials are processed and used as fuel for biomass or
cogeneration plants.

« Inert solids are diverted through an asphalt salvage program prior to reaching a disposal site.
« Sand (inert solids) is diverted from an industrial facility for use in an aggregate cement.

. «_The City of Exeterrecently began a 'prdgljam for the seasonal collection of leaves from City-
streets. The leaves are collected with a vacuum truck and are‘composted in a2 windrow
‘composting system.

The Initial Solid Waste Generation Study identified 1,881 tons of waste materials that were
diverted by these programs in 1990; this represents 19.6% of the waste generated in the City.
Table 2 presents a summary of the diversion activity by matenal type. Another 160 tons of yard

waste and 13 tons of tires were diverted 4o transformation facilitics in 1990.

“‘. )

City of Exeter - CIWMDB Pelition ’ <. . Page 4
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Table 2
DIVERSION BY MATERIAL TYPE

- - (Tons/Year . 1990)
‘ Material . ’ . Residennal Non-Residential

OCC/Kraft -0 -, 229 ..
PET- 4 0
CRYV Glass 26 . i0
Other Glass 9 0
Aluminum Cans 88 0
Other Aluminum 0 10

{ Steel Cans & 0
Otker Ferrous 0 o4
White Goods 0 21
Yard Waste 42 0
Diapers 3 0
Ineri Solids 0 1302
Total . 255 - 1,626 __I

M —— ——e _

Source: Preliminary Draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of
Excter, September 1991..

Assembly bill 2494 (Sher), Statutes of 1992, changed the method by which-compliance with the
diversion requirements is determined from a generation based method to a disposal based method.
Assembly bill 2494 also specifies that for the purposes of determining the base amount of solid
waste from which the diversion requirements are calculated, "solid waste" does not include the
diversion of agricultural wastes, inert solids, white goods, and scrap metals unless all three of the
following ¢riteria are met:”

"(f) The cil)','c0uﬁly or regional égénéy derhonstrétes'ihal the material was-

diverted from a permitted disposal facility through an action by the city, county, or
regional agency which specifically resulted in the diversion.

(2) The city, county, or regional agency demonstrates that, prior to January 1,
1990, the solid waste which is claimed to have been diverted was disposed of at a
permitted disposal facility in the quantity being claimed as diversion.

(3) The city, county, or regional agency is implementing, and will continue to

implement, source reduction, recycling, and composting programs, as described in
its source reduction and recycling element”,

"Based on the provisions of AB 2494, the diversion quantities of other aluminum and other ferrous

metals and whiles goods recovered in the landfiil salvage program are still included in the baseline -

wasle generation data. However, the diversion quantity of inert solids diverted through the-asphalt

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition o .. Page 5

130



salvage program and a private industrial facility have been eliminated from the waste generation _ .
data because the three criteria listed above are not met. Based on the elimination of this diversion
activity from the baseline waste generation data, the existing diversion tonnage is reduced from

1,881 tons to 579 tons, reducing the baseline diversion level 10 7.0%.

Tvpes of Waste Disposed and Diverted

A profile of the waste disposal and waste .di'_ifersion streafﬁé, (r}odiﬁeti to exélude the inert so_lids as-.
described above, is included as Appe}idix I to this petition. Summaries of the types of waste
disposed of and diverted in the City of Exeter are provided in' Figures 1 and 2.

Figure 1
WASTE DISPOSAL COMPOSITION SUMMARY

Special 2.4%
Other 9.1%

Paper 28.6%

Organics 25.8%

Plastic 7.1%

7 - CGlass 3.3% .
" Metals 56%

oy oin

Yard Waste 18.1%

- Note; Disposal percentages do notinclude the 173 tons of waste transformed in 1990.

Source: Preliminary Draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Exeter, September 1991.

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition : ‘ Page 6
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Figure 2
WASTE DIVERSION COMPOSITION SUMMARY

Glass 6.0% oronics 0.59%

,._.-n-é ——

Paper 396%
Metals 459%

lasti 7%
Plastic 0.7% Other Waste 0%

Yard Waste 7.3% Special Waste 0%

Source: Preliminary Draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Exeter, September 1991.

5.0 REASONS WHY A 25% DIVERSION LEVEL CANNOT. BE ACHIEVED
5.1 Programs Selected in the SRRE - -
A summary of the new diversion and education and public information programs initially selected

in the City's Preliminary Draft SRRE for implememation in the short-term planning penod is
provnded below. Table 3. summanzes the estimated program costs and material dlverswn rates to

" ‘berealized if each of these new programs were lmplememed

‘Source Reduction Programs

1. Public Education and Technical Assistance programs including:

a. Provide technical assistance to businesses and consumers / homeowners through
workshops and seminars.on source reduction techniques and activities.

b. Provide public education efforts through the media, the school system, and City offices
programs o increase awareness of source reduction and waste management issuces.

c. Provide public recognition and awards 1o individuals and businesses that lmpicmcnt
source reduction aclivities.

d. Promote backyard composting and xeriscaping.

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition D . Page?7 |\ B2



2. Rate Modification programs including: h ' , ' .

a. The City will consider the practicality of modifications to the current residential
collection rate structure to a quantity-based user fee for both commercial and residental
collection; the City. will continue its quantity-based user fee for commercial waste
collection. ST -

b. Disposal fee modification to'encourage the delivery of segregated loads to the landfill of
certain divertable materials. (Note: The County of Tulare will develop this program.
. Should the County. choosé ot to implenent this alternative, the City does not have the ..
- authority to modify disposal fees, and therefore this alternative would not be
implemented.) B R

3. Regulatory programs to encourage source reduction on the part of local government, private
businesses, and City residents including: .

a. A City offices procurement program and policy to encourage source reduction through
purchasing decisions. Purchase preferences will be extended to materials and products
that have winimal packaging, are supplied in bulk, and are reusable, recyclable, and
durable. N

Recycling Programs

4. Develop aresidential curbside recycling program to collect and recycle aluminum and tin cans, _
PET, HDPE, newspaper, CA redemption and other recyclable glass. .

5. Develop a multi-family recycling program to coliect and fecycle aluminum and tin cans, PET,
HDPE, newspaper, CA redemption and other recyclable glass.

6. Develop a commercial / industrial recycling program to collect and recycie ferrous metalAs,
newspaper, wood, and corrugated cardboard.

7. The County currently salvages materials at the Woodville Disposal Site. This program would
. expand the salvaging program and would recover corrugated cardboard, all metals, and inert
solids from roll-off boxes and self-haul loads: This program will-be developed and operated

g 7,

S by the County, with assistance f rom the City.

Composting Programs

8. Establish a residential yé_rd waste collection program.
9. Establish/expand a yard and wood waste drop-off program at the County landfills.

10. Develop a windrow composting system.

Special Waste Programs

11. Land application of sewage studge for non-agricultural purposcs. _

- City of Exeter - CIWWMB Petition ’ . Page §
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Education and Public Information Programs
_ 12. Outreach efforts including: A -

' + Coordination with Community Groups and Government A gencies
_+ Coordination with Non-Profit Organizations

+ Participation in Local Events ’

13. Technical Assistance ef f_ons including:

.+ . Junk Mai| Reduction Program -
« Brochures

»" How-to Information

» Technical Assistance

* Recycling Videos

. 14. Public Awareness ef forts including:

» Environmental Shoppmg Campai gn
« Contests and Displays
* Promotional Materials

15. Education efforts including:

+ Environmental Education Curniculum
» Special Assemblies, Field Trips

Summarv of Programs Selected and Cost

The estimated program costs and material diversion to be realized through implementation of the

programs initially selected in the City's Preliminary Draft SRRE for the short-term planning period

are presented in Table 3. The programs initially selected in the Preliminary Draft SRRE for

implementation in the short-term planning period were designed to achieve an additional 17.1%

waste diversion for a total diversion level of 36.7%. With the elimination of the diverted inert

- sollds frof the basehnc generallon ‘data pursuant to AB 2494, the total diversion.level with
i 1mplcmentauon of the prograrns identified in Table 3 would be reduced to 24 1%. '

- 5.2 Barriers to Successful Program Implementation

The factors present in the City of Exeter which present significant barriers to successful
implcmentatidn of programs that would allow the City to achieve the 25% diversion goal include
limited availability of City staff and lack of ur_ldihg associated with the small size of the City and
corresponding wasle generation. Additionally, the lack of commercial and industrial enterprises of
significant size that would prov:dc waste streams that are easily and economically targeted for
implementation of dwers;on prOgrams contnbulc to the City's lnabxllly to achieve the 25%

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition o ' " Page9
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diversion goal. The conditions associated with limited staff availability and funding sources are

further described below. .

-

Limited Availabilitv of Citv Staff

The City has limited staff available to coordinate and monitor the implementation and operation of

new activities such as waste diversion and recycling programs The Cltys Preliminary Draft -

. SRRE included plans for hiring a Program Coordmator for recycling, composung and pubhc
eduication programs to be shared with the Cities Qf Woodlake, Lindsay and Farmersville; however,
this plan had to be abandoned due to lack of adequate financial resources. Thus, program
implementation must now be coordinated by the remaining staff resources who have other

responsibilities concerning the City's operations. .

Solid waste activities and AB 939 compliance are the respohsibi]ity of the Public Works Director.
‘This individual is also responsible for street maintenaﬁce parks, water services, and wastewater
treatment. The salary and benefits figure presented in the Solid Waste Budget (Table 4), includes
bookkeeping for billing and collection, admlmstranon and supervision ‘of franchise contract

services, and miscellaneous other services.

Coordination and implementation of the education and publlc information program and source
reductlon recycling, and composting programs proposed to achieve a 25% diversion level will

significantly impact the work-load of the existing staff.

Program Costs vs. Revenue Sources

" Estimated.initial and annua} program costs for the: ‘programs mmally selected in the Preliminary
‘Draft SRRE that were designed to achneve the additional 17.1% diversion level for a total diversion
level of 36.7% originally planned are summarized in Table 3. The projected dlver51on level is
reduced to 24.1% when the diverted inert solids are eliminated I rom the baseline generation data
pursuant to AB 2494. The total initial program costs incurred directly by the City are estimated to
be $143,450, while the annual program costs are estimated to be '$198,260 per year.
Implementation of these programs will substantially impact the financial resources of the City.
Given the limited solid waste budget presented in Table 4 below, it is clear that the City cannot
feasibly meet the diversion requirements in an efficient and cost effective manner.

The potential revenue source initially identified in the City's Preliminary Draft SRRE to fund these
* programs was an increase in the solid waste collection rate structure. Solid waste collection in the

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition o ' ' ' Page 10




Table 3

 PROPOSED SHORT-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS - SRRE
Estimated Program Cost and Material l)lw:mlonl

| Initial . Matenial

Program - Y ear's Cost Annual Cost Diversion %
Soi:[_c& Reduction Provram_ s . _ _

1. Public Education/Technical Assistapee - . . __2 . _i 2. 0%
2. Rate Structure Modifications : __;3 __3 0%
3. Regulatory Programs 3 3 0%
Recycling Programs .

4. Residential Curbside Recycling $36,000 $52,650 37%
5. Mult-family Cusbside Recycling $14,150 $18.000 0.9%
6. Commercial/lndustrial Recycling $12.000 $16,800 1.7%
7. County Landfill Salvage Programs _ 4 _ ¢ 20% .
Composting Programs
8. Residential Yard Waste Collection $40,000 $58.,900 33%

T 9. Yard and Wood Waste Drop-off __3 5 5.5%
10, Windrow Composting System $26.550 $38.160 | __ 8
Spccial Waste Programs .

11, Land Application of Sewage Sludge 6 5 N/A

. Edutmion. and Public Information Programs '
12.-through 15. . . ‘ . o .- 36000 $5.000 . NIA

. Program Coordinator for Recvelingl . . 5_8,'1"50' I 88:7.’50 N NA
Composting/Public Education Programs’ ' ' :
TOTAL $143,450 $198,260

L Costs include the planning, implementation, and monitoring of programs.
) 2 Costs are included in the education and public information program.

3 Costs are included in existing programs.

2 Costs are borne by the County.

5 Assumes expansion of yard-waste drop-off programs operated at the County landfi Iis and that the
costs will be borne by the County.

6 No additional costs are expected with continuation of this program.

7 SRRE coordinator to be shared between four Cities (Woodlake, Exeter, Farmersville, and Lindsay);
this pian has alrcady been abandoned due to lack of funds.

8 Di version pereeatage included in above composting programs.

Q\R’lth existing diversion of 7.0%0, total future diversion would be 24. l%
Source: Preliminary Draft SourceReduction and Recycling Element, City of Exeter, September 1991.
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Cityv is financed by monthly billings for service on residential and commercial solid waste

collection accounts. The City bills for both the residential and commercial collection service that -

" Allied Disposal provides, and collects a 27% franchise fee. The City's f_ranchise' fee is used to
cover cxpenses associaled with the waste management system including street sweeping, leafl

collection, alley repairs (from waste collection truck damage), and billing and collection.

Included in the $28. OOIton tipping fee at the County owned and operated landfills is a.$1.00
- surcharge for countywrde ‘household hazardous waste programs and a $3. 47 surchargc for o

County sponsored diversion programs

The current rate for residential solid waste collection is $11.50/month for one, 100-gallon.

container, once per week: however, the rate will be increased to $12.20/month béginning
December 1993. The collection rates are adjusted every two years for cost of living'increases or if
landfill tipping fees increase si gniﬁéanlly. Prior to commencing contract disposal services with
Allied Disposal in December 1991, the City provided twice weekly residenuial collection service.
With the advent of once per week collection, the residential collection rate was reduced. For
commercial solid waste collection, the current rates range from $25.00/month for a 1-yard bin,
$55.00/month for a 3-yard bin to $90.00/month for a 6-yard bin, for once per week pick-up.
Commercial collection rates were increased approximately 12% in 1991 when the City commenced
contract collection services. The commercial collection rates will be increased by 5.6% beginning
December 1993.

Table 4 summarizes the City's solid waste budget for Fiscal Year 1993-94. For Fiscal Year
1993/94, the City's Budget allocated $529,000 for solid waste collection and related services,
- while the estimated revenue.is $526,000. As noted in Table 4, the City's solid waste budget
includes an estimatéd fund balance at the beglnnmg of Fiscal Year 1993/94 of $125,000 and an
estimated fund balance at-the end of the fiscal’ year of $l22 006. The fund balance is used to
cover conlmgency situations; a portion will also be used to fund the start-up of the proposed
residential yard waste collection and processing program. With implementation of this program in
addition to existing diversion programs, the City could achieve a 13.5% diversion level. Funding
for implementation of all of the programs required to meet the 25% diversion goal in an efficient
and cost effective manner is not economically and feasible for the City. Addilionally, the small
population and economic base of the City places a strict limitation on the options for additional fees

or taxes levied against local citizens and/or businesses.
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Table 4

CITY OF EXETER - SOLID WASTE BUDGET

Fiscal Year 1993-94

(June 30, 1994)

Estimated Fund Balance $125,000
(July 1, 1993) . . . S
Expenées'
Salary and Benefits | 36,555
Office Expense , 3,600
Special Department Expense 4,500
Telephone ' 100
Utlities 500
Maintenance of Buildings, Structures 500
and Grounds .
Maintenance/Operation Vehicles 500
Contract Services: Allied Disposal 381,000
Insurance, Bonds & Retirement 2,745
Alley Repair ’ ’ 28,000
Franchise General Fund 27,000
Leafl Collection/Street Sweeping 44,000
Total Expenses $529,000
Revenue
~ Refuse Collection 525,000
~ Investment Eamings . 1,000
‘To‘.tz'aij Revenue ™ : $526,600
Estimated Fund Balance $122,0 00

Ciry of Exeter - CIWMB Petition
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5.3 Cost Impact of Full Implementation of SRRE Programs

The median household income for the City of Exeter is substantially below that for California in
general. The local economic base is small and the City, like most other jurisdictions in the State, is
concerned about the continued viability of its local businesses and industries. To the extent
possible the City attempts to minimize the-burden that the cost of local programs and services

places on its residents and businesses. -

N

Residential refuse collection rates were increased 5% in December 1993 to reflect increases in -

landfill tipping fees and the cost of refuse cotlection. Commercial and industrial refuse collection
rates were increased 5.6% at the same time. To achieve a 25% diversion rate through full
implementation of the brograms listed in the C.ily's SRRE these rates would have to be increased
an additional 37.5%. '

Recent trends in the residential and commercial refuse collection rates and the increase that would
be required to fund full implementation of the SRRE programs are shown in Figures 3 and 4.

Figure 3

Residential Refuse Collection Rates
S/home/month

$18.00
$16.00
$14.00
$12.00
$10.00
$8.00
36.00
$4.00
$2.00
$0.00

1993 1994 Full Implementation
SRRE Programs
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Figure 4

Commercial/Industrial Refuse Collection Rates .
Menthly Cost for- Weekly Pick-up of a 3-yard Bin

$80.00

$70.00

se000. |
$50.00 4—
$40.00 -
$30.00 -

$2000 -
$10.00 -
5000 |

1991 1993 199 Full Implementation
' SRRE Programs

6.0 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WASTE DIVERSION PLAN

The City of Exeter-is committed to pursuing a waste reduction program that is effective in

) increasing the diversion of materials from local landfills but is also responsive to the fiscal realities
~of the City. Table 5 presents an alternative waste diversion plan for the short-term planning period
based on modifications of _programs selected for implementation in the Preliminary Draft SRRE. '
‘. The land apphcauon of scwage sludge would also be 1mplernented under this aliernative diversion

" “plan.

The City is pursuing the developmeﬁt of a yard waste collection and processing program that wili
target yard waste from self haulers and the portion of the residential sector that utilizes commercial
landscaping services. Collection bins and roll-offs would be located at strategic points in the city
to receive the yard waste. The bins would be collected on a regular schedule and hauled 10 a
central area where the yard waste would be chipped. This program is anticipated to cost

approximalc'ly $4.00/household/month. Since the chipping or transfer site may be used by more

than-one jurisdiction, records will be kept of the amount of yard waste received from each

jurisdiction.

City of Exeter - CIWMU Petition R _ : Page IS
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In the short t2m. the chipped matenal would be used locally for mulch. At lcast one private
operator has announced plans for a compostmg facnhty that will serve the Tulare County area. As
this or other facilities become available, the City will evaluate the merits and costs of taking the

yard waste to one of these facilities.

As new markets for materials become available through the local Recycling Market Development

Zone, the City will mvesﬂgate the feasibility: of dwerhng matenals to such facmnes The .

purchasing agent for the City w:ll continue to monitor purchasing dec1510ns to encourage the

purchase of matenials and producls that are recycled, that have minimal packaging, are supplied 1’

bulk, and are reusable, recyclable and divertable.

The City will promote parficipation in the yard waste program as well as continued use of the AB
2020 center through printed materials distributed with utility and tax bills. Special mailings and
posters will be utilized as needed to announce the beginning or any major changes in the program.
To the extent practical, the City will utilize materials from the media kit distributed by the CIWMB
for mailings or for fliers, notices, or other matenals distributed thrbugh the school system or

mailed directly to residents and businesses.

Table 5
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE WASTE DIVERSION PLAN
-Diversion ) Percent
~ Tons/YTr. "~ Diversion
Diversion Program 1995 1995
. Emsung Programs;l Lo e 668 - 7.0%
Resxdenual Yard Waste Collecuon 620 'l 6.5%
Program and local processing program
Total _ 1,288 C13.5%
1 Existing diversion {1990) without inert solids.
City of Exeter - CI\VMB Petition C, ) Page 16

14




7.0 MEDIUM-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS

. The City also does not believe that it can fi easibly achieve a 50% diversion level by the year 2000,
and therefore intends to petition the CIWMB pnior to the year 2000 for a reduction in this diversion
mandate as well. At that time, the City will provide a report on the status of its existing diversion
programs. The tentative medium-term diversion programs'identiﬁed in the Preliminary Draft

-SRRE"are summarlzed in Table 6, and include-programs that would be deferred from . ~
lmplemcnmuon in-the short—tcnn planmng penod as a result of IhlS petmon To oompensale for the ._' o

elimination of inert solids from- the baseliné generallon dala the d:vcrsxon tonnages for
newspapers, food, wood, and yard waste were increased over the tonnages presented in the
Preliminary Draft SRRE. The programs presented in Table 6 are tentative until an alternative,
reduced waste diversion plan would be reviewed by the CIWMB relative to the 50% diversion

goal.

8.0 SOLID WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

Revised fifteen-year projections of the waste disposal and diversion quantities by material type
expected to be realized before and after the.City implements the waste diversion programs
described in Section 6.0 Proposed Alternative Waste Diversion Plan, above and presented in
Section 7.0 Medium-Term Diversion Programs, are provided in Appendix [I. These fifteen-year
projections are based on the revised baseline waste generaiion data that excludes the inert solids
that are diverted. A projected growth rate of 2.9% per year was assumed, based on the City's
Preliminary Draft SRRE. ' ' '

City of Exeter - CIWMB Petition o Page 17
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Table 6

TENTATIVE MEDIUM-TERM DIVERSION PROGRAMS .
Estimated Material Diversion : B

Material!
Program _ Diversion %

" Source Reduction Programs . 0%

1 Public EducationfTechnical Assistance
2. Rate Modification

3. Regulatory Programs

Recycling Programs .. 243%

4. Residential Curbside Recycling

- 5. Muli-family Curbside Recycling

6. Commercial/Industrial Recycling
a Material Recovery Operation

7. County Landfill Salvage Programs®

Composting Programs o 18.7%
8. Residentia! Yard Waste Collection

9. Yard and Wood Waste Drop-off '
a. Collect Alternative Feedstocks .

10. Windrow Composting System

Special Waste Programs
11. Land Application of Sewage Studge? N/A

Education and Public Information Programs

12, through 15, 7 7. S T . NA

. Prbo'ramC06r&inét'offor R:cévclino.l. - - T NIA
Com[_x_)slinoflf‘u_blic Education Programs

TOTAL .43.0%4

1 Detail of diversion by program type for the medium-term planning peried is not
included in the City's Preliminary Draft SRRE. ‘
2 May be implemented in the short-term planning period.
3 May be counted towards diversion goal in the future.
4 With existing diversion of 7.0%, total future diversion would be 50%.
Source: Preliminary Draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, City of Exeter,
September 1991, . :

Cd
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"Solid Waste Generation Profiles
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City of Exeter - Waste: Disposal Profile (1991 Landfill Sampling Data)

Residential | Commercial |~ industrial Self Haul Total
OCC/Kratt 5.74% 14.97% 12.64% 6.08% . B8.57%
Magazines 1.33% 0.93% 0.10% 0.61% 0.96%
Mixed Paper 9.23% 10.42% 5.98% 3.99% 7.89%
Newsprint 7.14% .. 3.99% 0.51% 1.91% 4.51%
‘High Grade 0.71% 3.11% 0.77% . 0.80% 1.34%
.. Other Paper 6.58%. 8.07% 2.98% 1.62% 5.34%
Subtotal Paper 30.73% 41.49% 22,98% - 14.91% 28.61%
~HDPE . T 1.05%. 1.04% | 1.28% - 0.21% - 0.83%
PET .. . 0.40% "0.19% 0.02% 0.08% 7 0.24%
Film Plaslics 340% | 3.72% - 5.02% 1.03% T 2.92%
Polystyrene "0.45% 0.70% 0.34% 0.87% 0.62%
Other Plastic 2.73% 23.20% 3.05% 1.40% 2.50%
Subtotal Plastic 8.03% 8.85% 9.71% 3.59% 7.10%
Refillable Beverage 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.06%
CA Redemption Value 1.26% 1.13% 0.18% 0.80% 1.04%
Other Recyclable 2.51% 2.02% 0.31% 0.48% 1.69%
Other Non-Recyclable 0.61% 0.66% 0.04% 0.34% 0.51%
Subtotal Glass "4.43% 3.81% 0.53% 1.77% 3.31%
_Aluminum Cans 0.30% 0.24% 0.02% " 0.10% 0.21%
-Other Aluminum 0.30% 0.38% 0.05% 0.04% 0.23%
Bi-metal Cans 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 0.44% 0.13%
Stesl Food & Bev. Cans . 2.38% 1.47% 0.04% 0.34% 1.45%
Other Ferrous 2.48% 4.72% 2.76% 3.14% 3.25%
Other Non-ferrous 0.09% 0.06% 0.05% 0.02% 0.06%
. White Goods 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.96% 0.28%
Subtotal Metal 5.55% 6.87% 3.17% .- 5.04% 5.60%
‘Leaves and Grass 16.15% 4.21% 1.77% 9.26% 10.38%
Branches and Brush 5.27% 2.21% 10.67% 15.67% 7.70%
Subtotal Yard Waste 21.42% 6.42% 12.44% 24.93% 18.08%
Food 12.40% 9.51% 2.29% 3.53% B.62%
Rubber/Tires - 0.53% 1.77% 0.06% 1.10% 0.97%
Wood 1.68% 4.07% 22.33% 15.63% 7.36%
. Agri.-Crop Residue - 0.00% | . 0.38% 1.42% 1.23% 0.52%
~-Manure ~ - .. - - 0.06% 0.00% * . 0.00%. - 0.97% 0.29%
Textiles/Ledther © 383% 3.72% 5.33% 2.80% | 3.60%
Diapers -4,53% 2.70% 0.10% 0.44% 2.67%
Other Organics 2.10% 2.55% 0.36% 0.82% 1.76%
Subtotat Organics 25.13% 24.70% 31.89% 26.52% 25.80%
Inert Solids 3.04% - 6.46% 18.65% 15.30% 8.21%
Hazardous Waste 0.47% 0.83% 0.01% 0.04% 0.41%
Appliances 0.51% 0.57% 0.03% 0.29% 0.44%
Subtotal Other Wastes 4.02% 7.86% 18.69% 15.63% 9.07%
Ash 0.00% . 0.00% 0.02% 1.91% 0.53%
Sewage Sludge 0.00%: - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Industrial Sludge 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Asbestos 0.00% 0.00% _0.00% - -0.00% 0.00%
Auto Shredder Waste 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Auto Bodies 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.01%
Stutted-Furn.Matiresses 0.69% 0.00% 0.37% - 570% . - 1.89%
Subtotal Special Wasted 0.69% 0.00% 0.59% 7.61% 2.43%
Total - 100.00% 100.00% . 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%




City of Exeter Waste Generation

(Tons/Year- 1990}

Disposal Trans- [ Diversion}Generation
Companen! Residential [Commercial] Indusina | Seit Haul Totad | formalion Total
OCC/Kraft 225 226 0 _ 126 578 0 229 807
Magazines 52 14 0 13 79 0 0 79
Mixed Paper 362 158 0 83 603 0 0 603
Newsprint 280 60 0 40 380 0 0 380
High Grade 28 47 0 17 92 0 o] 92
Other Paper 258 122 0 32 412. 0 -0 412
Paper - 1,207 627 0 310 2,144 0 229 2,373
'HDPE 41 1. 16 0. -4 . 6] o0 0o .- 6t

i PET . - 16 3- -0 2. 20 0 47l 24
“Film Plastics 134 56 -0 21 211 0 0 L2111

Polystyrens 18 11 0 18 © 46 0 0 46 -
Other Plastic 107 - 48 0 29 185 0 0 185
Plastic 315 134 0 75 524 0 4 528
Refillable Bev. 2 0 [V 3 5 -0 0 5
CA Redem. Value 49 17 0 17 83 0 26 109
Other Becyclabte 99 31 0 10 139 0 9 148
Other Non-Recyc. 24 10 0 .7 41 0’ 0 41
Glass . 174 58 0 37 268 0 35 - 303
Aluminuem Cans 12 4 0 2 17 0 ‘88 105
-.Other Aluminum 12 6 0 1 18 0 10 28
Bi-metal Cans 0 0 0 9 g 4] 0 9
Steal Cans a3 22 0 7 123 "0 83 206
Other Ferrous 97 71 0 65 234 0 64 298
Other Non-ferrous 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 5
White Goods 0 0 0 20 . 20 0 21 41
Metals 218 104 0 105 427 0 266 693
Leaves/Grass 634 64 0 193 890 13 20 923
Branches/Brush 207 33 0 326 566 147 22 735
Yard Waste 841 97 0 519 1,457 160 42 1,659
Food 487 144 0 73 704 0 0 704
Rubber/Tires 21 27 0 23 70 13 0 84
Wood 66 62 0 325 453 0 0 453
Agri.Crop Residue 0 6 0 26 31 0 0 31
- Manure L o2 "0 . 0. 207 23 -0 0 23
TextilesLeather” | . 150 . _ 56: 0. 58 265 0 .0 265
Diapers 178 41 0 9 228 Q -3 . 231
Qther Organics 82 39 0 17 138 0 0 138
Organics 287 r3 0 552 1,812 13 3 1,928
Inert Solids 119 98 0 318 535 0 0 535
Hazardous Waste 18 13 0 1 32 0 0 32
Applfiances 20 9 0 6 35 0 0 35
Other Waste 158 119 0 325 602 0 0 602
Ash 0 0 0 40 40 0 0 40
Sewage Sludge 0. 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0
Asbestos 1] 0 0 0 0 0. ¢ 0
Auto Shred. Wst. - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auto Badies 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0
Stufted Furn.Matt. 27 0 .0 119 146 0 0 146
Special Waste 27 0 0 158 185 0 0 185
Total 3,927 1,512 ° 0 2,080 7,519 173 579 8,271
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Exeter
Existing Conditions
1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Dispasal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper ) . .
pcOCCIK.raft 595 236 830| © 284% 612 242 8% 284%
Magazines 81 0 81 0.0% & 0 34 0.0%
Mixed Paper 620 0 620 0.0% 638 ] 638 0.0%
- Newspaper. 391 0 391 0.0% 402 0 40 0.0%
High Grade . 95 0 951 | 0.0% 97 0 97 0.0%
Cther Paper ' S 424 - - B 424) - 0.0% co43) .- 1. 0 436 00%| .
: e Subtotal 2,206 236). 2,442 " 9.7%) 1 2,270] . 242{ . 2,513 - 9.7%}
Plastic - T — : N I S N
" HDPE a3 0 63| 0.0% 65 o 65 0.0%|"
PET 21 4 25 16.7% 21 4 25 16.7%
Film Plastics 217 0 217 0.0% 2231 - 0 223 0.0%
Polystyrene 47 0 47 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
Other Plastic 190 0 - 190 0.0% 196 0 196 0.0%
Subtotal 538 4 542 0.8% 554 4 558 0.8%
Glass .
Refillable Beverage 5 0 -5] - 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 85 27 112 23.9% 88 28 115 23.9%
Other Recyclable 143 9 152 6.1% 147] . 10 157 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 42 0 42 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
' Subtotal 276 36 312{ 1L6% 284 37 321 1L6%
Metals .
Aluminum Cans 17 91 108 8.8% 18 93 111 83.8%)
Other Aluminum 19 10 29 35.7% 19 11 30 357%
Bi-metal Cans 9 0 9 0.0% 10 0 10 0.0%
Stect Food & Bev. Cans 127 85 212 403% 130 88 218 40.3%
Other Ferrous 241 66 307 21.5% 243 63 316 21.5%
Otber Non-ferrous 5 0 5 0.0% "5 0 5 0.0%
White Goods 21 22 42 51.2% 21 22 43 51.2%
Subtotal 438 274 712 38.4% 451 282 733 38.4%
Yard Yyaste
Leaves and Grass 929 21 950 22% 956 21 o717 2.2%
Branches and Brush 734 23 756 3.0% 755 23 778 3.0%
Subtotal 1,663 43 1,706 25% 1,711 44 1,756 2.5%
Organics
"l Food 724 0 724] . . 0.0%), 745 0 745 0.0%
* Rubber/Tires . -85 S0 . 85]. 0.0%| -88 0 .88 0.0%
Wood C - ) ‘466 - 0.0% 480 0 480 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 32 0 - 32 0.0% 33 "0 33 0.0%
Manure 24 0 24 0.0% 24 -0 24 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 273 0 27 0.0% 281 0] 281 0.0%
Diapers- 235 3 238 1.3% 241 3 245 13%
"Other Organics 142 0 142 0.0% 146 0 146 0.0%
Subtotal 1,981 3 1,984 0.2% 2,038 3 2,041 02%
Other Wastes
Inent Solids 551 0 551 0.0% 566 0 566 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Appliances 36 o}~ 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Subtotal 619 0 619 0.0% 637 0 637 0.0%
Ash 4] 0 411 00% ‘42 0 42 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 o ~00% 0 0 0 0.0%
irdustrial Studge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 00% LY . 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 .0 0o . 00%| - 0 0 0 0.0%
.Auto Bodies 0| 0 0 0.0%| - 0 "0 0 0.0%
Stuffed Furn /Mattresses 150 0 150 00% 155 - 0 155 0.0%
Subtotal 191 0 191 0.0%| 197 0 197 00%
Total Waste 7,913 596 8,509 7.0% 8,142 613 8,756 7.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter
Existing Conditions

L9l .

1993 1994
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
- Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal { Diversion | Generation| Percent
‘aper
peOCCJKrafl 630 250 879 28.4% . 648 257 905 284%
Magazines 86 0 86 0.0% 89 0 89 0.0%
Mixed Paper 657 t] 657 0.0% 676 0 676 0.0%
Newspaper 414 -0 414 0.0% 426 0 426 .0.0%
High Grade 100 0 100 0.0% 103 0 103 0.0%
- Other Paper . : 49 - . 0]. 4491 - -0.0% 462 e 0 462 - 00%
- L Subtotal| 2,336} 250| . 2,585 97% 2,404 257 2,660
Tastic E i . - R . . '
HDPE 66 0 66 0.0% 68" 0 68 0.0%
PET 22 4 26| 16.7% 22 4 27 16.7%
Film Plastics 230 0 230 0.0% 237 0 237 0.0%
Polystyrene 50 0 50 0.0% 52 0 521 7 0.0%|
Other Plastic i 202 0 202 0.0% 207 0 207 0.0%
Subtotal 570 4 574 0.8% 586} 4 591 0.8%
3lass R
Reiillable Beverage 5 0 5 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redempton Value S0 28 119] 23.9% 93 29 122 23.9%
. Other Recyclable 151 10 161 6.1% 156 10 166 6.1%
Other Noo-recyclable 45 0 45 0.0% 46 0 46 0.0%
Subtotal 292 38 3| 11.6% 300 39 30 11.6%
-~ oetals
Aluminum Cans 19 96 “114]  83.8% 719 99 118 83.8%
Other Aluminum 20 11 31| 357% 20 11 31 35.7%
Bi-metal Cans 10 0 10 0.0% i0 0 10 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 134 90 224] 403% 138 93 231 403%
Other Ferrous 255 70 325 21.5% 262 72 334 21.5%
Gther Non-ferrous 5 0 5 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 22 23 45| 512% 22 24 46 51.2%
Subtotal 464 290 754 38.4% 478 298 776 38.4%
{ard Waste
Leaves and Grass 984 22 1,006 22% 1,012 22 1,035 2.2%
Branches and Brush 777 24 801 3.0% 799 25 824 3.0%
Subtotal 1,761 46 1,806 25% 1,812 47 1,859 2.5%
Jrganics
: Food- .. .. e 767 - 0] 767 0.0% 789|.- 0 789 0.0%
-, .:Rubber/Tires .- %0 0 90| T Q.0%|. . 93 0 93 0.0%
“Wood .. - T 494 0 T 494|-- 0.0%}.. 508 0 508 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 34 0 34 0.0% © 35 0 35 0.0%
Manure 25 0].. 25 0.0% 26 0 26 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 289 0 289 0.0% 297 0 297 0.0%
Diapers 248 3 252 1.3% 256 3 259 1.3%
Other Organics 150 0 150 0.0% 155 ol 155 0.0%
Subtotal 2,097 3 2,101 02% 2,158 3 2,162 0.2%
Jther Wastes
Inert Solids 583 0 " 583 0.0% 600 0 600 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 35 0 35 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Appliances . 38 0|. 38 0.0% 39 0 39 0.0%
Subtotal 656 0 656 0.0% 675 0 675 0.0%
Ash 44 0 44 0.0% 45 0 45 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 t} 0 0.0% 0 0 0l - 0.0%
Ashestos -0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 S -0 0.0%
Aulo Bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 - 0]~ 00%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 159 0 159 0.0% 164 0 164 0.0%
Subtotal "203 0 203 0.0% 209 0] . 209 0.0%
Total Waste 8,379 631 9,009 7.0% 8,622 649 9,211 7.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter

Existing Conditions -

L9 7%| -

1995 1996
WASTE TYPE Diversion ) Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent

Papcr .
OCClhraft 667 264 931 28.4% 686 272 958 284%|
Magazines 91 0 91 0.0% 94 0 94 0.0%
Mixed Paper 696 0 696 0.0% 716 0 716 -0.0%
Newspaper . 438| 0 438 0.0% 451 0 451 0.0%
High Grade 106 0 106 0.0% 109 0 109 0.0%
Other Paper . : - . 475]° .0 J4750 : 0.0% . 4890 0] 489 @ 0.0%
© - - - Subtotal} - 2 473 264 1,738 - 19.7%) | 2545 - 272} | '2 817

Plastic - | N S -
HDPE 70 0 70 - 0.0% 72 0 72 0.0%
PET 23 5 28 16.7% 24 5 28 16.7%
Film Plastics 243 0 243 0.0% 250 .0 250 0.0%
Polystyrene .53 0 - 53 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
Other Plastic - 213 0 213 0.0% - 220 0 220 0.0%

Subtotal 603 5 608 0.8% 621 5 626 0.8%

Glass ' )
Refillable Beverage: 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.C%
CA Redemption Value 96 30 126 23.9% 99 31 129 23.9%
Other Recyclable 160 10 171 6.1% 165] 11 176 6.1%
Other Non recyclable 47 0 47). 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%

Subtotal 309 40 350! 11.6% 318 42 360 1L6%

.[Metals '

" Aluminum Cans 20 102 - 121 83.8% 20 104 125 83.8%
Other Aluminem 21 12 32 357% 21 12 33 35.7%
Bi-metal Cans 10 0 10 0.0% 11 0 11 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 142 96 . 238 40.3% 146 99 -245 40.3%
Other Ferrous 270 74 34 21.5% 2718 76 354 21.5%
Other Noa-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 .0 6 0.0%
White Goods 23 24 47| -51.2% 24 25 49 51.2%
Subtotal 491 307 798] 3I84% 506 316 821| 384%
Yard Waste ,

" Leaves and Grass 1,042 23 1,065 2.2% 1,072 24 1,096 22%
Branches and Brush ‘ 823 25 848 3.0% Bi6 26 B3l 3.0%
Subtotal 1,864 48 1,913 1.5% 1,918 50 1,968 2.5%

Organics - ’ _

' Food-- . - 812 .0 - 812y -, 0.0%| 836} 0 836 0.0%
Rubber/Tires - 96 0l . o6].- 0:0%] 99 0 99 0.0%
Wood : 523" ol - 53 0.0%| 538 0 538 0.0%
Agri. Crop Rtslduc 36 0 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
Manure 27 -0 27 0.0% 27 0 27 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 306 0 306 0.0% 315 0 315 0.0%
Diapers 263 3 266 13% 271 4 274 13%
Other Organics 159 0 159 0.0% 164 0 164 0.0%

Subtotal| 2,221 3 2,224 0.2% 2,285 4 2,289 0.2%

Other Wastes ,
Inen Solids 617 0 617 0.0% 635 0 635 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 37 0 37 0.0% 38 0 ag 0.0%
Appliances 40 0. 40 0.0% 42 0 42 0.0%
: Subtotal 695 0 695 0.0% 715 0 715 0.0%
Ash 46 0 46 0.0% a7 0 47 0.0%
Sewar: Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 =0 0 0.0%
Indusirial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 o 0 0.0%
Arhestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 -0 0.0%
Aute.Shredder Waste 0 0 0f  00% 0 ol - 0 0.0%
S Beoadies o} 0 0 0.0% 0 9l - "0 0.0%
* fTed Fumn  Mattresses 168 0 168 0.0% 1734 . 0 173f  00%
| Subtotal 215 0 215 0.0% 221 0 221 0.0%
, Total Waste 8,872 668 9,540 1.0% 9,129 687 9,816 7.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter
Existing Conditions

. » 4B - 1998 .
WASTE TYPE - e Drversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion { Generation] Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent

Paper :

Peocc:xmfz 706 280 986 284% 727 288 1014] 284%
Magazipes 97 0 97 0.0% 99 0 99 0.0%
M:xed Paper 737 0 737 0.0% 758 0 758 0.0%
Newspaper 464} 0 464 . 0.0% 478 0 478 - 0.0%
High Grade 112 0] 112 0.0% 116 0 116 0.0%
Other Paper . . 503 . of _.503 00% . - - 518 .0, - 518[  0.0%
. Subtots) 2,619 280 2,899 9.7% 2,695 288 2,983 " 9.7%|

Plastic ) i . - R B - . I
HDPE 75 0 75 0.0% 77 0 7 - 0.0%
PET 24 5 29 16.7% 25 5 30 16.7%
Film Plastics 258 0 258 0.0% 265 0 265 0.0%
Polystyrene 56 0 56 0.0% 58 0 58 0.0%
Other Plastic © 226 0 26 0.0% 233 0 .233]  © 0.0%

Subtotal 639 5 644 0.8% 657 5 662 0.8%

lass
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6|l « 00% -6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 101 32 133 23.9% 104 33 137] . 23.9%

" Other Recyclable 170 11 181 6.1% 175 11 186 S 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 50 0 50 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%

Subtotal 327 43 - 370 11.6% 337 44 381 11.6%

Metals E .

Aluminum Cans 21 107 128 83.8% 21 I11 132 83.8%
Other Aluminum 22 12 34 3597% 23 13 35 35.7%
Bi-metal Cans 11 0 It 0.0% 11 0 11 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 150 101 252  403% 155 104 259 40.3%
Other Ferrous 286 78 364 21.5% 294 80 375 21.5%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 24 26| 50 51.2% 25 26 52 51.2%

Subtotal 520 s 845| 38.4% 535 334 870 38.4%

Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 1,103 24 1,127 2.2% 1,135 25 1,160 2.2%
Branches and Brush 871 27 B98 3.0% 896 28 924| @ 3.0%

"~ Subtotal 1,974 51 2,025 2.5% 2,031 53 2,084 2.5%

Organics _

- Feood . - 860 0 860 0.0%] 885 0 885 0.0%
Rubber/Tires - 101 0 101 0.0% 104 0 104 0.0%
Wood ' 553 e . 5535  0.0% - 569 0 569 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 38 0 38 0.0% 39 0 39 0.0%
Manure 28 0 28 0.0% 29 0 29 0.0%
Texules/Leather 324 0 324 0.0% 333 0 333 0.0%
Diapers 279 4 282 13% 287 4 290 1.3%
‘Other Organics 169 0 169 0.0% I73 0 173 0.0%

Subtotal 2,351 4 2,355 0.2% 2,420 4 2,423 0.2%

Other Wastes
Inert Solids 654 0 654 0.0% 672 0 672 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 39 0 39 0.0% 40 0 40 0.0%
Appliances 43 0. 43 0.0% 4 0 44 0.0%

Subtotal 735 0 735 0.0% 757 0 757 0.0%

Ash 49 0 49 0.0% 50 0 50 0.0%| -
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
‘Industnal Sludge 0 -0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0} - 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 ol 00%
Stuffed Furn./Mattresses 178 0 178 0.0% 184 0] . 184] - 00%
Subtotal 227 0 227 0.0% 234 0 234 0.0%
Total Waste 9,394 707 10,101 7.0% 9,666 7281 . 10,394 © 7.0%

~
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter

Existing Conditions

0.0%|

0.0%| %

. - 1999 2000
WASTE TYPE Diversion ' Diversion
T ) Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent

aper .

OCC!K.raIl 748 296 1,044 284% 769 305 1,074|. 284%

Magazines 102 0 102 0.0% 105 0 105 0.0%

- Mixed Paper 780 0} 780 0.0% 803 0 .+ BO3 0.0%

Newspaper T 4911 - 0 . 491). 0.0% 506 0 506 0.0%

High Grade 119 0 19 0.0% 122 - Q] 122 0.0%

OIher Papcr . R . 5331 .0 L .5331 . 0.0% . T548) 0 - 548 0.0%;.
) - Subtotal 2,773 296 - 3,069 - 9.7% -l 2,854 - " 305] 3,158| -

Iasuc ' . ~ . A _ N
HDPE 79 0 79| 0.0% 81 0 81 00%
PET 26 5| 31 16.7% 27 5 32 16.7%
Film Plastics 273 0 273 0.0% 281| - 0 - 281 0.0%
Polystyrene 59 0 59 0.0% 61 0 61 0.0%
Other Plastic 239 0 239 0.0% 246 0 246 0.0%

Subtotal 676). 5 682 0.8% 696 5 701 0.8%
5
Reftllable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 107 34 141 23.9% 110 35 145 23.9%
Other Recyclable 180 12 191 6.1% 185 - 12 197 6.1%
Other Non-recyciable 53 0 53\ 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
- Subtotal M7 45] . 92 11.6% 357 47 403 11.6%
etals
Aluminum Cans 22 114 - 136 83.8%| 23 117 140 838%
Other Aluminum 23 13 36 35.7% 24 13 37 35.7%
_ Bi-metal Cans - 12 o 12 0.0% 12 0 12 0.0%
. Steel Food & Bev. Cans 159 107 266]  403%) . 164 110 24| - 403%
Other Ferrous 303 g 385 21.5% 311 85 397 21.5%
Other Non-ferrous 6 o 6 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
White Goods 26 27 53 51.2% 27 28 55 51.2%
Subtotal 551 344 895 J384% 567 354 921] 38.4%
Yard ¥Waste . ~ .
Leaves and Grass i.168 26 1,194 22% 1,202 27 1,228 2.2%
. Branches and Brush 922 28 951 3.0% 949 29 978 3.0%]
Subtotal 2,090 54 2,144 2.5% 2,151 56 2,207 2.5%| - -
Organlcs )

: Food . 911 o] -.911}. 00% 937} 0 937 0.0%
Rubber/Tires 107 -0 107 0.0% 110 -0 110 0.0%
Wood . 586! -0} | - 586 0.0%| 603 0 603 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 40 0 40 0.0% 41 0 41
Manure 30 .0 30 0.0% 31 o 31 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 343 0 343 0.0% 353 0 353 0.0%
Diapers 295 4 299 1.3% 303 4 307 1.3%{.
"QOther Organics 178 0 178 0.0% 184 0 184 0.0%

Subtotal 2,490 4 2,494 0.2% 2,562 4 2,566 0.2%
Other Wastes

Inert Solids 692 0 692 0.0% 712 0 712 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 41 0 4] 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
Appliances _ 45 0~ 45 0.0% 47 0 47 0.0%
‘ Subitotal 779 0 779 0.0% 801 0 801 0.0%
Ash’ 52 0 52 0.0% 53 0 53 0.0%

Sewage Sludge 0] - 0 ol o00% 0 0 0

Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Ashestos o 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0] - 0 0.0%
Auto Bodics 0l. 0 0 0.0% 0 ©of . -0 0.0%
Sruff;.d Fum./Moturesses 189 0 189 0.0% 194 0. 194 . 0.0%

| Subtotal 241 0 . 241 0.0% 248 Q0 248 0.0%
. Tota]l Waste 9,946 749 10,695 7.0% 10,235 ™ 11,005 7.0%

Lo1%| .
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Exeter
Existing Conditions
2001 2002
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Perent Disposal | Diversion | Genemtion| Percent
Paper . e - :
OCC/Kraft 792 314 1,105 28.4%| 815 323 1,137 28.4%
Magazines 108 0 108 -0.0% 111 0 111 0.0%
Mixed Paper 826 0 826 0.0% 850 0 830 0.0%
Newspaper 520 -0 520 0.0% 536 0 536 0.0%
High Grade 126 ¢ 126 0.0% 130 0 130 0.0%
Other Paper 564 0 564 0.0% 581 0 581 0.0%
. “ Subtotal 2,936 314 3,250 9.7% 3,021] 323 - 334 .97%
Plastic - . i : i il
. HDPE 84 0 8|  0.0% 86] - o) 86| 0.0%
PET 27 5 33 16.7% -28 6 34 16.7%
- Film Plastics 289 0 289 0.0% 297 0 297 *0.0%
Polystyrene 63 0 63 0.0% 65 0 65 0.0%
Other Plastic 253 0 253 0.0% 261 0 261 0.0%
Subtotal 716 5 722{ 0.8% 737 6 743 0.8%
Refillable Beverage 7 0 7 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 114 36 149 23.9% 117 37 154 23.9%
Other Recyclable 190 12| 203 6.1% 196 13 209 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 56 0 56 0.0% 58 0 58 0.0%
' Subtotal 367 48 415 1L6% 378 49 427 11.6%
Atuminum Cans 23| 121 144 83.8% 24 124 148 83.8%
Other Aluminum 25 14 38 357% 25 14 39 35.7%| .
Bi-metal Cans 12 0 12 0.0% 13 0 13 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev, Cans 168 114 282 403% 173 117 290 40.3%
Other Ferrous 320 88 408 21.5% 330 20 420 21.5%
Other Non-ferrous 7 0 7 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
White Goods 27 29 56 51.2% 28 30 58 51.2%
Subtotal 583 364 948 38.4% 600 375 975|  38.4%
Yard Waste , ' ‘
Leaves and Grass 1,237 27 1,264 22% 1,273 - 28 1301 2.2%
Branches and Brush 976 30 1,007 3.0% 1,005 31 1,036 3.0%
. Subtotal 2,213 58 2,271 2.5% 2,277 59 2,337 2.5%
Jrganics
Food - 964 0 964 0.0% - 992 0 992 0.0%
.- Rubber/Tires’ 114 - A0l 114 0.0%| 117 0 117},  0.0%
.. \Wood 620 o - 6201 0.0%|". T 638 ¥ 638 . 0.0%
Agr. Crop Residue 42 ) 42 0.0% 44| 0 44 0.0%
Manure 31 0 31 0.0% 32 .0 32 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 363 0 363 0.0% 373 0 373 0.0%
Diapers 312 4 316 13% 321 4 326 1.3%
* Other Organics 189 0 189 0.0% 194 0 194 0.0%|
Subtotal 2,636 4 2,640 0.2% 2,713 4 2,717 0.2%|
Yther Wastes
Inert Solids 733 0 733 0.0% 754 .0 754 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 4 0 44 0.0% 45 0 45 0.0%
Appliances _ 48 0|, 48 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
Subtotal 824 0 824 0.0% . 848 0 848 0.0%
Ash 55 0 55 0.0% 56 0 56 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industnal Siudge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%}|
Asbestos 0 0 S ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
- Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 < 0 0.0% 0 0 0 - 0.0%
Stuffed Furmn./Mattresses 200 0 200 0.0% 206 0 206 0.0%
Subtetal 255) . 0 255 0.0% 262 0 .262 0.0%
Total Waste 10,532 793] 11,325 7.0% 10,837} - 816] 11,653 ~7.0%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter
Existing Conditions
2003 2004
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
. Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Genemtion| Percent
aper .

peOCC:’ Kraft 838 33210 1,170 28.4% 862 342 1,204 284%
Magazines 115 0 115 0.0%| 118 0 118 0.0%

Mixed Paper 874 0 874 0.0% 900 0 900 0.0%
Newspaper 551 0 551 0.0% 567 0 . 567 0.0%
High Grade o133 0}. 133] . 0.0% 137] . 0 137 0.0%

. Other Paper -, 597, .0 59711 00%| | . 615 "ol 615 0.0%

. _ : Subtotal 3,109 332 3,441 9.7%] . 3 199 342f - 3,541 9.7%|
Plastic . -
HDPE 88 0 88 0.0% 91 0 91 0.0%
PET 29 6 35 16.7% 30 6 36 16.7%
Film Plastics 306|- o 306 0.0% 315 0 315 0.0%
Polystyrene C 67 0 67 0.0% 69 0 69 0.0%
Other Plastic 268 0 268 0.0% . 276 0 276 0.0%
Subtotal 758 6 764 0.3% 780 6 786 - 0.8%
Glass .
hefiliable Beverage 7 0 ) 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 120 38 158 3.95% 124 39 163 239%
Other Recyclable 202 13 215 6.1% 207 13 221 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 59 0 59 0.0% 61 0 61 0.0%
’ Subtotal 389 51 439 11.6% 400 52 452 11.6%
etals -
Aluminum Cans 25 128 152 83.8% 25 131 157 83.8%
Other Aluminum’ 26 15 41 35.7% 27 15 42 35.7%
Bi-metal Cans 13 0 13 0.0% 13 0 13 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 178 120 299 403% 184 124 307 403%
Other Ferrous 339 93 432 21.5% 349 95 445 21.5%
Other Noa-ferrous 7 0 7 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
White Goods’ : 29 30 " 59 51.2% + 30 3 61 51.2%
Subtotal 618 386 1,003 384% 636 397 1,033 38.4%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 1309 .29 1338 22% 1347 30 1377 22%
Branches and Brush 1,034 32 1,066 3.0% 1,064 33 1,097 3.0%
Subtotal 2,343 61 2,404 2.5% 2,411 63 2,474 2.5%
Organics. . _ _

.Food : 1.021] 0 1021 0.0% 1,050 0 1,050 0.0%
Rubber.Tires - 120 - 0 120 0.0% 124 0 124 0.0%
Wood 657 0 657 0.0% 676 0] 676 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 45 0 45 0.0% 46 0 46 0.0%
Manure 33 0 33 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 384 0]. 384 0.0% 395 0 395 0.0%
Diapers 331 4 335 1.3% 340 4 345 1.3%

"Other Organics - 200 0 200 0.0% 206 0 206 0.0%

Subtotal 2,791 4 2,796 0.2% 2,872 4 2,877 0.2%

ther Wastes
Inert Solids 776 0 776 0.0%| 798 0 798 0.0%
. Hazardous Waste 46 0 46 0.0% 48 -0 48 0.0%
Appliances 51 of~ 51 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
) Subtotat 873 0 873 0.0% 898 0 898 0.0%
Ash 58 0 58 0.0% 60 0 60 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos, 0 0 -0 0.0% 0 0 ¢ 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 -0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 G 0.0% 0 0 0 -0.0%
Swffed Furm./Matuesses 212 0 212 0.0% 218 - 0] - 218 0.0%
' Subtotal 279 0 270 0.0% 278 0 278 0.0%
Total Waste 11,151 840 11,991 7.0% 11,475 864 12,339] 7.0%

IS¢



City of Exeter- - Existing Conditions

15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

2005
WASTE TYPE Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper .
OCC/Kraft 887 352 1,239 28.4%
Magazines 121 0 121 0.0%
Mixed Paper 926 0 926] | 0.0%
Newspaper 583 0 583 0.0%
High Grade 141 - 0 141 0.0%
Other Paper 633 -70| . 633].7 -.00%}.
_ s Sibtotal -3,292 352 3,644 9.7%
- Plastic . - I
HDPE 94 0 94 0.0%
PET 31 6 37 16.7%
Film Plastics 324 0 324 0.0%
Polystyrene - T 0 71 0.0%
Other Plastic 284 o 284 0.0%
Subtotal 803 6 . 809 0.8%
Glass .
Refillable Beverage B 0 8. 00%
CA Redemption Value 127 40 167 23.9%
Other Recyclable 213 14 227 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable - 63 ¢ .63 0.0%
Subtotal 411 54 465 11.6%
Metals
Aluminum Cans 26 135 161 83.8%
Other Aluminum 28 15 43 357%
Bi-metal Cans 14 0 14 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 189 127 316 403%
Other Ferrous 359 98 458 21.5%
Other Noa-ferrous 8 o 8 0.0%
White Goods 31 32 63 512%
Subtotal 654 408 1,063 38.4%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 1386 31 1417 2.2%
Branches and Brush 1.095 34 1,129 3.0%
Subtotal 2,481 64 2,546 2.5%
Jrganics ]
* Food - 1,081 0 1081 - 0.0%| -
~ _Rubber/Tires 1271, RN 1273, 0.0%| -
Wood * 696 0 69| 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 48 0 48 0.0%
Manure- 35 0 . 35 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 407 0 407 0.0%
Diapers 350 5 355 1.3%
* Other Organics 212 0 212 00%
Subtotal 2,956 5 2,960 0.2%
Jther Wastes .
Inert Solids 821 0 821 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 49 0 49 0.0%
Appliances 54 0f- 5 0.0%
Subtotal 924 0 924 0.0%
Ash 61 0 61 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Studge - 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos ] 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 0 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Maitresses 224 0 224 0.0%
Subtotal 286 0] 286 0.0%
Total Waste 11,807 889 12,696 _7.0%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter

With Program Implementation

9.7%| -

1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disprosal Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent
4] : .
p'eOCCIK.raft 595 236 830 28.4% 612 242 854 28.4%
Magazines 81 0 81 0.0% 84 0 84 0.0%
Mixed Paper 620 0 620 0.0% 638 0 638 0.0%
Newspaper 391 - 0 391 0.0% 402 0 402 0.0%
High Grade 95 Y (95 0.0% 97 0 97 0.0%
Other Paper . 424 S0 - 424]. 0.0%| 436 -0 . . 436] .. 0.0%] .
. Subtotal|. 2,206 236 2,442 9.7% 2,270 242) - 2,513
Plastic ) 4. . i o :
HDPE 63 0 63 0.0% 65 "0 65 0.0%
PET 21 4 25 16.7% 21 4 25 16.7%
Film Plastics 217 0 217 0.0% 223 0 223 0.0%
" Polystyrene 47 0 47 0.0% . 49 0 49 0.0%
Other Plastic 190 0 190 0.0% " 196 0 196 0.0%
Subtotal 538 4 542 0.8% 554 4 558 0.8%
Glass . -
Refillable Beverage 5 0 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 85 27 12|  23.9% 88 28 115/ . 23.9%
Other Recyclable 143 9 152 6.1% 147 - 10 157 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 42 0 42 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
Subtotal 276 36 312 11.6% 284 37 321 11.6%
Metals .
Aluminum Cans 17 91 108 83.8% 18 93 111 83.8%
Other Aluminum 19 10 29 357% 19 11 30 357%
Bi-metal Cans 9 0 91" 0.0% 10 0 10 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 127 85 212 40.3% 130 88 218 40.3%
Other Ferrous 24 66 307 21.5% 248 68 316 21.5%
Other Non-ferrous 5 Y 5 0.0% 5 0 5 0.0%
White Goods 2i 22 42 51.2% 21 22 43 51.2%
Subtotal 438 274 712 38.4% 451 282 733 38.4%
Yard Waste :
Leaves and Grass 929 21 950 2.2% 956 21 977 2.2%
Branches and Brush 734 23 756 3.0% 755 23 778 3.0%
Subtotal 1,663 43 1,706 _2.5% 1,711 44 1,756 2.5%
- . [Organics _
: Food . 7241 o 724|.- - 0:0% 7451 . 0 . 745 0.0%
. Rubber/Tires 83 . 0 85| . 0.0% - 88 0 88 0.0%
Wood - A66 o - 466 0.0% 480 0 . 480 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 32 ] 32 0.0% 33 0 33 0.0%
Manure 24 0 24 0.0% 24 0 24 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 273 ¢ 273 0.0% 281 0 281 0.0%
Diapers . 235 3 238 1.3% 241 3 245 1.3%
'Other Organics _ 142 0 142 0.0% 146 0 146 0.0%
. Subtotal 1,981 3 1,984 0.2% 2,038 3 2,041 0.2%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 551 0 551 0.0% 566 0 566 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 33 0 i3 0.0% 34 0 34 0.0%
Appliances 36 0|~ 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%
' Subtotal 619 0 619 0.0% 637 0 637 0.0%
Ash 41 0 41 0.0% 42 0 42 0.0%
Sewage Studge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 of oo0% 0 0 ol  00%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 -0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
- Stuffed Fum./Mauresses - 150 0 150 0.0% “155 -0 155 0.0%
’ Subtotal 191 0 191 0.0% 197 0 197 0.0%
Total Waste 7,913 596 8,509 7.0% 8,142 613 8,756 7.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter

With Progrzam Implementation

1993 1994
WASTE TYPE Diversion | [/ Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Dispasal | Diversion | Generation] Percent
Paper : ’ .
OCC/Kraft 630 250 8791 284% 648 257 905 284%
Magazines 86 0| 86 0.0% 89 o 89 0.0%
Mixed Paper 657 0 657 0.0% 676 0 676 0.0%
Newspaper 414 0 414 0.0% 426 0 426 0.0%
High Grade 100 0 100 0.0% 103 0 103 0.0%
Other Paper 449 0| H9] | 0.0% 462l ... 0[ . 462 0.0%
: . Subtotal 2,336 . - 250 2,585) © 97%( | - 2404 2577 2,660 - 9.7
_ [Plastic ) T
* HDPE -~ 66 0 66| 0.0% " -68 ol 63 0.0%
 PET 22| 4 26] 16.7% 22 4 27 16.7%
Film Plastics 230 0 230 0.0% 237 0 237 0.0%
Polystyrene 50 0 50 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
Other Plastic 202 0 202 0.0% 207 0 207 0.0%
Subtotal 570 4 574 0.8% 586 4 591 0.8%
Glass
Refillable Beverage 5 0 5 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value S0 28 1191 239% 93 29| 122 23.9%
Other Recyclable 151 10 161 6.1% 156 10 160 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 45 0 45 00% 46 0 46 0.0%
' Subtotal 292 a8 330 11.6% 300 39 340 11.6%
Metals ] _
Aluminum Cans 19 96 114 83.8% 19 99 118 83.8%
Other Aluminum 20 11 31| 357% 20 11 3 35.7%
Bi-metal Cans 10 0 10 0.0% 10 0 10 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev, Cans 134 90 2241 403% 138 93 231 40.3%
Otber Ferrous 235 70 325 21.5% 262 72 334 21.5%
Other Non-ferrous 5 ] 3 0.0% 6| " 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 22 23 45 512% 22 24 46 51.2%
- Subtota) 464 290 754 38.4% 478 298 776 38.4%
Yard Waste i )
Leaves and Grass 984 .22 1,006 2.2% 1,012 22 1.035 22%
Bragches and Brush 77 24 801 3.0% 799 25 824 3.0%
Subtotal 1,761 46 1,806 2.5% 1,812 47 1,859 2.5%
. Organics ' ‘
~ Food ) 767 0 767,  0.0% 789 0 789 0.0%
Rubber/Tires 9. 0| 9{ . 0.0% 934 . 0 93] 0.0%
Wood - oo . 493 0 494+ 0.0% 508 0 508  0.0%
" Agri. Crop Residue 34 0 34 0.0% 35 of 35 0.0%
Manure ’ 25 0 25 0.0% 26 0 26 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 289 0 289 0.0% 297 0 297 0.0%
Drapers 248 3 252 13% 256 3 259 1.3%
Other Organics 150 0 150 0.0% 155 0 155 0.0%
Subtotal 2,097 3 2,101 0.2% 2,158 3 2,162 0.2%
Jther Yastes .
Inert Solids 583 0 583 0.0% 600 0 600 0.0%
Hazardous Wasie 35 0 35 0.0% 36 0 36 0.0%
Appliances 38 0 38 0.0% 39 o 39 0.0%
Subtotal 656 8" 656 0.0% 675 0 675 0.0%
Ash H 0 4 0.0% 45 0 45 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludoe 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodics” 0 0| 0 0.0% ‘0 0 0 0.0%
Stuffed Furn./Mautresses 159 ¢ 159 0.0% 164 0 164 0.0%
Subtotal| ~ 203 0 203 0.0% 209 0 209 0.0%
Total Waste 8,379 631 9,009 7.0% 8,622 - 649 9,271 7.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter

With Program Implementation

1995 1996
WASTE TYPE Diversion . Diversion
: Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation] Percent
Paper : . .
OCC/Kraf 667 264 931 28.4% 686{ , 272 958 284%
Magazines 91 0 91 0.0% 94 0 94 0.0%
Mixed Paper 696 0 696 0.0% 716 0 716 0.0%
Newspaper 438| 0 438 0.0% 451 0 451 0.0%
High Grade 106 0 106 0.0% 109 0 109 0.0%
Other Paper - ) - 475 -0 4751 - 0.0% _. 489" 0. .. 489 . 0.0%|
o " Subtotal| - 2,473 264 2,738] ©  9.7% 2,545 272 2817 " 9.7%|
Plastic : : ' I C | .
HDPE 70 0 70 0.0% 72 o| 72 0.0%|
PET - 23 5 28 16.7% 24 5 28 16.7%
Film Plastics 243 ¢ 243 0.0% 250 0 250 "0.0%
Polystyrene 53 i 53 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
Other Plastic 213 (0] 213 0.0% 220 0 220] T0.0%
: Subtotal 603 5 608 0.8%| 621 51 626 0.8%
Glass
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 96 30 126 23.9% 99 31 129 23.9%
Other Recyclabie 160 10 171 6.1% 165 11 176 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 47 0 47| 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
Subtotal 309 40 350 11.6% 318 42 360 11.6%
etals : '
Alumipum Cans 20 102 T121 83.8% 20 104 125 838%
Other Aluminum 21 12 32 35.7% 21 12 33 357%
Bi-metal Cans . 10 0 10 0.0% 11 0 11 0.0%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 142 96 238 40.3% 146 99 245 403%
Other Ferrous 270 74 344 21.5% 278 76 354 21.5%
Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
. White Goods 23 24 47 51.2% 24 25 49 51.2%
) Subtotal 491 307 798 38.4% 506 316 821 38.4%|-
ard Waste
Leaves and Grass 682 38 1,065 36.0% 702 394 1,096 36.0%
Branches and Brush 563 285 848 33.7% 579 294 - 873 33.7%
Subtotal 1,244 668 1,913 34.9% . 1,280 688 1,968 34.9%
Organics - '
Food - 812 .0 812 0.0% 836 0 836 0.0%
‘Rubber/Tires 56| 0. . 96. 00%. 9 0 99 0.0%
Wood- : 523 0 523 0.0%1 . 538 0 538 0.0%
"Agri. Crop Residue 36 0 36 0.0% 37 0 37 0.0%|
Manure 27 -0 27 0.0% 27F 0 27 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 306 0 306 0.0% 315 0 315 0.0%
Diapers . 263 3 266 1.3% 271 4 274 13%
" Other Organics 159 0 159 0.0% 164 0 164 0.0%
Subtotal 2,221 3 2,224 0.2% 2,285 4 2,289 0.2%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 617 0 617 0.0% 635 0 635 0.0%
Hazardous Waste 37 [} 37 0.0% 38 0 38 0.0%
Appliances - 40 ol 40 0.0% 42 0 42 0.0%
Subtotal 695 0 695 0.0% 715 L 715 0.0%
Ash 46 0 46 0.0% 47 0 47 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0| 00% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0] 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Wasle 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Rodies ol - ol 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Stuffed Fum./Mattresses 168 0 168 0.0%]. 173} . 0 373 0.0%
Subtotal 215 0 215 0.0% 221 0 221 0.0%
Total Waste 8,252 1,288 9,540 13.5% 8,491 1,325 9,816 13.5%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

- City of Exeter

With Program lmplémenmtion

1997 1998
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation} Percent
Paper -
peOCCIK.rafl . 706 280| - 986 28.4% 727 283 1,014 28.4%
Magaziges 97 0 97 0.0% 99 0 99 0.0%
- Mixed Paper 737 0 737 0.0% 758]. 0 758 0.0%
Newspaper - 464 0 464 0.0% 478 0 478 0.0%
‘High Grade 112 0 112 0.0% 116 0 116 0.0%
_ Other Paper ~. = 503 0| - 503 U 00% 518| - ‘of,. - 518[: . 0.0%|"
o " Subtotal] 2,619 280| z 899 9% 2,695 - 288] 2,983 '9.7%
Plastic . - - . p o . .
“HDPE 75 0 75 0.0% 77 0 77 0.0%
PET 24 5 29 16.7% 25 5 30 16.7%
Film Plastics 258 0 258 0.0% 265 0 265 0.0%
Polystyrene 56 0 56 0.0% 8 0 58 0.0%
Other Plastic 226] - 0 226 0.0% 233 0 233 0.0%
Subtotal 639 5 644 0.8% 657 5 662 0.8%
Glass ]
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 101 32 133 239% 104 33 137 23.9%
"Other Recyclable 170 11 181 6.1% 175 11 . 186 6.1%
Other Non-recyclable 50 0 50 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
Subtotal 327 -43 70 11.6% 337 44 381 11.6%
Metals :
Aluminum Cans 21 107 128 83.8% 21 i1 132 83.8%
Other Aluminum . 22 12 34 35.7% 23| . 13 35 35.7%
Bi-metal Cans 11 0 11 0.0% 11 0 11 0.0%|
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 150 101 252 403% 155 104 239 403%
Other Ferrous 286] . 78 364 21.5% 294 80 375 21.5%
Other Noo-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 6 0 6 0.0%
White Goods 24 26 -50 51.2% 25 26 52 51.2%
Subtotal 520 325 845 38.4% 535 334 870 38.4%
Yard Waste '
Leaves and Grass 722 406 1.127 36.0% 743 417 1,160 36.0%
Branches and Brush 596 302 . 898 33.7% 613 311 924 33.7%
Subtotal 1,318 708 2,025] 34.9% 1,356 728 2,084 39%
_Orgamcs
Food . 860 .. - ] ©.860] " -0.0%( |- 885 .~ O 885 0.0%
Rubber/Tires .. 101 ol - 101l 00%| | 104 0 104 0.0%
Wood 553 0 " 553 0:0% 569|. 0 569 0.0%
Agri. Crop Residue 38 0 38 0.0% 39 0 " 39 0.0%
Manure 28 0 28 0.0% .29 o) 29 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 324 0 324 0.0% 333 0 333 0.0%
Diapers 279 4 - 282 13% 287 4 290 1.3%
Other Organics 169 0 169 0.0% 173 0 173 0.0%
Subtotal|’ 2,351 4 2,355 0.2% 2,420 4 2,423 0.2%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 654 0 654 0.0% 672 0 672 0.0%
_ Hazardous Waste 39 0 39 0.0% 40 0 40 00%
Appliances 43 o 43 0.0% 44 0 44 1 0.0%
Subtotal 735 0 735 0.0% 757 0 757 0.0%
Ash 49 o 49 0.0% 50 0 50 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
[ndustrial Sludge - 0 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%} 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Swffed Fum./Maturesses: 178 0 178 0.0% 184 0 184 0.0%
Subtotal 227 0 227 0.0% 234 0 234 0.0%] -
Total Waste 8,737 1,364 10,101 13.5% 8991 ' 1.403 10,394 13.5%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS - City of Exeter
With Program Implementation
1999 2000
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
B el 748 296 104 284% el 803| 1074 748%
Magazines 102 0 102 0.0% 83 22 105 21.0%
Mixed Paper 780 0 7180 0.0% 632 171 803 213%
Newspaper 491 0 el 0.0% 172 334 506 66.0%
High Grade 119 0 119 0.0% 65 . 56 121 46.3%
Other Paper 533 0 533 0.0% . 432} 117 . 549 213%{ .
' Subtotal 2,773 296f 3,069 '9.7% 1,655} 1,503 ‘3,158| . 47.6%[
Plastic ' ) . —
HDPE 79 o 79 0.0%| 44 38 ‘82| 46.3%
PET 26 5 31 16.7% 12 20 32 62.5%
Film Plastics 273 0 273 0.0% 221 60 281 21.4%
Polystyrene 59]. 0 59 0.0% 48 14 62 22.6%
Other Mastic 239 0 239 0.0% 193 52 - 245 21.2%
Sublotal 676 s 682 0.8% 518 184 © 702 26.2%
Glass '
Refillable Beverage 6 0 6 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 107 34 141 23.9% 43 102 145 70.3%
Other Receyclable 180 12 191 6.1% 94 103 197 523%
Other Noa-recyciable 53 0 53 0.0% 55 0 55 0.0%
Subtotal 347 45 392 11.6% 199 205 404 50.7%
Metals -
Aluminum Cans 22 114 136 83.8% 14 126 140 50.0%
Other Aluminum 23 13 36 357% 7 31 38 81.6%
Bi-mctal Cans 12 0 12 0.0% 10 3 13 23.1%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 159 107 266 40.3% 105 169 274 61.7%
Other TFerrous 303 23 385 21.5% 128 269 397 67.8%
" Other Non-ferrous 6 0 6 0.0% 5 1 6 16.7%
White Goods .26 27 53 51.2% | 53 54 98.1%
' Subtotal 551 344 895 384% 270 652 9221 70.7%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 764 429 1,194 36.0% 193 1,036 1,229 843%
Branchces and Brush 631 320 951 33.7% 201 777 978 79.4%
Subtotal 1,395 749 2,144 M9% 394 1,813 2,207 82.1%
Organics
. . Food 911 0. . 911 0.0% . 638 300 938 32.0%
Rubber/Tires - 107 0 107) 0.0%| 1 0 111 0.0%
Wood ' . 586 - .0 586 0.0% 224 379 603 62.9%
Agri. Crop Residue .40 0 40" 0.0% 421" 0 42 0.0%
Manure- 30 0 30 0.0% 30 0 30 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 343 0 343 0.0% 352 0 352 0.0%
Diapers 295 4 299 1.3% 304 4 308 1.3%
“Other Organics 178 0 178 0.0% 184 0 184 0.0%
Subtotal 2,490 4 2,494 0.2% 1,885 683 2,568 26.6%
Other Wastes '
Inert Solids 092 0 692 0.0% 245 468 713 65.6%
Hazardous Waste 4] 0 4} 0.0% 43 0 43 0.0%
App“;chS 45 0f. 45 0.0% 46 0 45 0.0%
Subtota) 779 0 779 0.0% 3 468 802 58.4%
Ash 52 0 52 0.0% 53 0 53 0.0%
Sewaype S[udgc 0 0 0 0.0%, 0 0 0 _ 0.0%
Ashuestos 0 G 0 0.0%; 0] 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Wasle 0 0 0 0.0% o o 0 0.0%
Auto Budies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 -0 0 0.0%
Swuffed Fum.Mattresses 189 0 189 0.0% 194 0 194 .0.0%
) Subtotal -241 0 241 0.0% 247 0 T 247 0.0%
Total Waste - 9,251 LAl 10,695 135% 5,502 55081 11,010 50.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS

"« City of Exeter
" With Program Impiementation

2001 2002
- WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
r~ | Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper '

- OCC/Kraft, 279 826 1,105 74.8% 287 850 1,137 748%
Magazives 85 23 108 21.0% 8 23 111 21.0%
Mixed Paper 650 176 826 21.3% 669 181 850 21.3%
Newspaper . 177 3 521 66.0% 182 354 536 66.0%
High Grade 67 - 58 125 463% 69 59 128 46.3%
Other Paper 445 - 120 5631 ©21.3% 457 124 . 581 213%

Subtotal 1,703}~ . 1,547  3,250| 47.6% 1,752 1,591) , .3,344] .47.6%
Plastic = .- - - . . ] v
HDPFE . - R 45 _ 39 .84} - 463% 47 40 87 46.3%
PET 12 21 33 625% 13 21 34| 62.5%
Film Plastics 227 62 289 21.4% 234 64 298 21.4%
Polystyrene 49 14 64 22.6% 51 15 66 22.6%
Other Plastic 199 54 252 21.2% 204 53 259 21.2%
Subtotal 533 189 722 26.2% 548 195 743 26.2%

Glass - : .
Refillable Beverage 7 "0 7 0.0% 7 0 7 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 44 105 149 70.3% 46 ~ 108 1541 - 703%
Other Recyclable 97 106 203 523% 100 109 209 52.3%
Other Non-recyclable 57 0 57 :0.0% 58 0 58 0.0%
Subtotal 205 211 416 . 50.7% 211 217 428 50.7%

etals .

Aluminum Cans 14 130 144 90.0% 15 133 148 90.0%
Otber Aluminum 7 32 - 39 81.6% 7 3 40 81.6%
Bi-metal Cans 10 3 13 23.1% 11 3 14 23.1%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 108 174 282 61.7% 111 179 29Q 61.7%
Other Ferrous 132 277 409 67.8% 136 285 420 67.8%
Other Non-ferrous 5 i 6] 16.7% 5 1 6 16.7%
White Goods 1 55 56 98.1% 1 56 57 98.1%
Subtotal 278 671 949 70.7% 286 690 976 70.7%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 199 1,066 . 1,265 843% 204 1,097 1.301 84.3%
Branches and Brush 207 800 1,006 79.4% 213 823 1,036 79.4%
Subtotal 405 1,866 2,271 82.1% 417 1,920 2,337 82.1%
Organics
Food 657]. 309 965 32.0% 676 318 993 32.0%
Rubber/Tires 114] 0 ~ 114 - 00% 18 0 118 0.0%

- Wood T, 230/ 390 | 620] . 629% - 237 401 638 62.9%
Agri.Crop Residue 437 0 43 0.0%| .- T44 0 44 0.0%
Manure . 31 0 31 0.0% 32 0 32 0.0%
Textiles/Leather 362 ¢ 362 0.0% 33 0 373 0.0%
Diapers 313 4 317 1.3% 322 4 326 1.3%
Other Organics 189 0 189 0.0% 195 0 195 0.0%

Subtotal 1,940 703 2,642 26.6% 1,996 723 2,719 26.6%

Other Wastes ] .

Inert Solids 252 482 734 65.6% 259 496 " 155 65.6%
Hazardous Wastie 44 0 44 0.0% 46 ¢] 46 0.0%
Appliances 47 0 47 0.0% 49 0 49 0.0%
Subtotal 344 482 825 5B8.4% 354 496 849" 58.4%

Ash 55 o 55 0.0% 56 0 56 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% o] . 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 "0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0].. 0 0| . 00%| 0 -0 0 0.0%
Swiffed Fumn./Mauresses 200 0 200 0.0% 205 0 205 0.0%
Subtotal 254 0 254 0.0% 262 0 262 -0.0%

Total Waste 85,662 5,668 11,329 50.0% 5,826 .. 5832| 11,658 . 50.0%




15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS ". City of Exeter
’ With Program Implementation
2003 2004
WASTE TYPE Diversion N Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal { Diversion | Generation| Percent
aper . .
£ OCC/Kraft 295 875 1,170 74.8% 304 500 1,204 74.8%
Magazines 90 24 114 21.0% 3 25 118 21.0%
Mixed Paper 689 186 875 213% 709 192 900 213%
Newspaper 187 . 364 551 66.0% 193 374 567 66.0%
High Grade 71 61 132 463% 73 63 136 46.3%
Other Paper 471 127 . 598 213% . 484 131 . 616 21.3%
: ‘ - Subitotal 1,803 1,638 3441 47.6%] . 1,855 1,685 3,541 47.6%|
Plastic : S ; g —= .
HDPE 43 41 89| 463% 49 43 192 .463%|
PET 13 22 35 62.5% 13 22 36 62.5%
Film Plastics 241 65 306 21.4% 248 67 315 21.4%
Polystyrene 52 15 68 22.6% - 54 16 70 22.6%
Other Plastic 210 57 267 21.2% 216 58 275 21.2%
Subtotal 564 200 765 26.2% 581 206 787 26.2%
Iass .
Refiliable Beverage 8 0 8 0.0% g 0 8 0.0%
CA Redemption Value 47 111 158 703% 48 114 163 70.3%
QOther Recyclable 102 112 215 523% 105 115 221} . 52.3%
Other Non-recyclable 60 0 60 0.0% 62 0 62 0.0%
Subtotal 217 223 40| 50.7% 223 230 453 50.7%
Metals
Aluminum Cans 15 137 153 90.0% 16 141]. 157 90.0%
Other Alumipum 8 34 41 81.6% 8 35 43 81.6%
Bi-metal Cans 11 3 14 23.1% 11 3| 15  23.1%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 114 184 299 61.7% 118 189 307 61.7%
Other Ferrous 139 293 433 67.8% 144 302 445 67.8%
Other Non-ferrous 5 1 7 16.7% - g 1 7 16.7%
White Goods 1 58 59 98.1% 1 59 61 98.1%|-
Subtotal 294 710 1,005 70.7% 303 731 1,034 70.7%
ard Waste
Leaves and Grass 210 1.129 1,339 843% 216 1,162 1378 84.3%
Branches and Brush 219 847 1,066 79.4% 225 871 1,096 79.4%
. Subtotal 429 1,975 2,405 821% T 442 2,033 2,474 82.1%
Organics '
Food - 695 327 1022} 320% 715 336 1,052 32.0%
Rubber/Tires 121 0 121 0:0% 124 0 124 0.0%
Wood . 244 413|- 657} 62.9% 251 425 676|  62.9%|
Agri. Crop Residue 46 0 46 0.0% 47 0 47 0.0%
Manure 33 0 3 00% 34 0 34| 00%
Textiles/Leather 384 ¢ 384 0.0% 395 0 395 0.0%
Diapers 331 4 336 13% 341 4 345 1.3%
" Other Crganics 200 0 200 0.0% 206 0 206 0.0%
Subtotal 2,054 744 2,798 26.6% 2,113 766 2,879 26.6%
ther Wastes
~ Ipert Solids 267 510 777 65.6% 275 525 7991 65.6%
Hazardous Waste 47 4] 47 0.0% 48 0 48 0.0%
Appliances 50 0], 50 0.0% 52 0 52 0.0%
Subtotal 364 510 874| 584% 374 525 899| 58.4%
Ash 58 0 58 0.0% 59 0 59 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial Studge 0 0 o] 00% 0 ol 0 0.0%
- Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 .0 0.0%
Auto Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 . 00%
Auwto Bodies ol 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0} 0.0%
Swffed Fumn./Mattresses 211 0 211 0.0% 218 0 218 0.0%
' ‘ Subtotal 269 0 269 0.0% 277 0 277 0.0%
Total Waste 5,995 6.0_01 11,996 50.0% 6,169 6,175 12,34 50.0%
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15 YEAR WASTE GENERATION PROJECTIONS
City of Exeter - With Program Implementation

. 2005
WASTE TYPE Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation Percent
Paper _
OCC/Kraft 313 926 1,239 T4.8%
Magazines 9 25 121 21.0%
Mixed Paper 729 197 926 213%
"Neswspaper 198 385 . 584 66.0%
High Grade 75 65 140 46.3%
Other Paper = 498 13s| 63| 23
o Subtotal| 1,909 1,734 - 3,643 47.6%
Plastic . _ -
HDPE 51 44 95 163%
PET 14 23 37 62.5%
Film Plastics 255 69 324 21.4%
Polystyrene 55 16 72 22.6%
Other Plastic 223 60 283 21.2%
Subtotal 598 212 810 26.2%
Glass .
Refiliable Beverage 8 0 8 0.0%
CA Redempton Value 50 118 167 70.3%
.. Other Recvclable . 108 119 227 523%
Other Non-recyclabis 63 0 a3 0.0%
Subtotal 230 236 466 50.7%
Metals
Aluminum Cans 16 145 162 90.0%
Other Aluminum 8 36 44 81.6%
Bi-metal Cans 12 3 15 23.1%
Steel Food & Bev. Cans 121 195 316 61.7%
QOther Ferrous 148 310 458 67.8%
Other Non-ferrous 6 1 7 16.7%
White Goods 1 61 62 98.1%
Subtotal| - 311 752 1,064 70.7%
Yard Waste
Leaves and Grass 223 1.195 1418 813%
Branches and Brush 232 896 1,128 79.4%
.. Subtotal 455 2,092 2,546 82.1%
Organics
Food 736 346l . 1,082 32.0%
RubberTires 128( .- 0 128 0.0% -
Wood . - 258 437 696 62.9%
Agri. Crop Residue 43 0 - 48] T 0.0%
Manure 35 ] 35 0.0%
Texules/Leather 406 0 406 0.0%
Diapers 351 5 355 1.3%
" Other Organics 212 0 212 0.0%
Subtotal 2,175} 788 2,963 266%
Other Wastes
Inert Solids 283 540 823 65.6%
Hazardous \Waste 50 0 50 0.0%
Appliances 53 0. 53 0.0%
Subtotal 335 540 925 58.4%
Ash 61 0 61 0.0%
Sewage Sludge 0 0 0 0.0
[ndustnial Sludge 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos t] 0 0 0.0%
Aulo Shredder Waste 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto Bodies 0 0 0 0.0%
Swuffed Fum /Mawresses 224 0 224 0.0%
Subtotal 288 0 285 0.0%
_ Total Waste 6,347 6,354 12,702 50.0%
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California Integrated Waste Management Board
Local Assistance and Planning Committee
February 9, 1994

AGENDA ITEM # &

ITEM: Consideration of Petition for- Reductlon in- the .. . -

Diversioén Requirements for the ‘City of Willows, City éf'

Orland, and the Unincorporated County of Glenn.
BACKGROUND : |

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41780 requires that each. city

and county divert 25% of its waste from landfills by 1995 and 50% .
by the year 2000. Source Reduction and Recycling Elements (SRREs)

are prepared by the cities and counties as a planning guide for
meeting the diversion mandates (PRC Section 41000 and 41300). The
SRREs describe the programs which the jurisdictions.will use to’
achieve 25% and 50% diversion. PRC Section 41782 allows the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) to grant
reductions in planning and diversion requirements. Section 18775
of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR),
identifies the qualifications that each jurisdiction must meet to
petition the Board for a reduction in the requirements.

Incorporated areas must have specific characteristics in order to
petition for, reductions. The required characteristics are:

1. a geographic area of less than 3 square miles,
or
a population density of less than 1500 people per
square mile, and

2. - a-waste generation rate.of less than 100 cubic yards pr
' -day or 60 tons per. day

Unincorporated.areas must have specific characteristics in order
- to petition for reductions. The required characteristics are:

1. a geographic area of less than 1500 sduare miles,
. ’ or

a population density of less than 10 people per square
mile, and

2. a waste generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards
per day or 60 tons/day
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Local Assistance and Planning Committee B Agenda Item #f;
February 9, 1994 . Page 2

Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland operate under a
Joint Powers Agreement {JPA) to manage air, water and solid waste
programs and activities. This JPA is not a reglonal agency as

~allowed under the prov151ons of AB 440,«

“ . ~ . . . .

» Glenn County is a d651gnated Recycllng Market Development Zone }
{RMDZ) as of June 1992. According to the Glenn SRRE, a feedstock
feasibility study conducted in conjunction with Glenn s RMDZ
application, targeted yard waste processing as a top priority.
Yard waste represents a major waste stream component in the
County. Other feedstock types recommended for consideration
include: glass to be used by Manville; mixed plastics to produce
lumber or park equipment; and used tires for rubberized asphalt.
The County will continue to work with existing manufacturers,
pursue regional cooperation and advertise its designation as an
RMDZ in developing its plans.

In addition, the County and Incorporated Cities are considering
the development of several regional projects pertaining to solid
waste. Projects under consideration include: a regiocnal Household:
‘Hazardous Waste Collection/Transfer facility; and a regional
Solid Waste Landfill. These projects and processes are long term .
_in nature and are under consideration because they may provide

the County with a way to realize economies of scale in operations

and take advantage of its central location.

Requested Reductions .

The City of Willows, City of Orland and the Unincorporéted County
of Glenn are- each requesting a reduction of ‘the diversion
'requ1rements of 255 by 1995 to-15%. Lo

ANALYSIS.

County and City Characteristics

The County of Glenn is located in the Sacramento Valley
approximately 80 miles northeast of the City of Sacramento. The
County is predominately agricultural with a minimal mix of
industrial developments in the area. The western half of the
County is largely foothills and mountains with grain growing and
grazing lands in the foothill areas and little population because
of lack of water supply. The mountain region is primarily timber
land, some part of the Mendocino Forest and some commercially-
held timber lands.
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Local Assistance and'Planning Committee Agenda Item #:;
February 9, 1994 _ _ Page 3

There are two incorporated cities, Willows and Orland, in the
County. The City of Willows is located along Interstate 5 at
State Route 32 in the southeastern quadrant of the County, and is
the largest population center in Glenn County. It is alsc the

. County seat and-a’ reglonal center for trade and services. .
Willows’ economic 'base is primarily agricultural, although there‘
is a growing service sector aSSOC1ated with its proximity to the
interstate highway. :

The City of Orland is in the northwest quadrant of the County
along Interstate 5 at State Route 32 less than 5 miles from the
Tehama County line to the north. Unincorporated communities in
the County include Artois, Butte Clty, Ordbend, Cordora, Glenn,
Elk Creek, Afton and Bayliss.

The Unincorporated County of Glenn meets the criteria to ‘petition
the Board for reduced diversion and/or planning goals.
Unincorporated Glenn County has a population density of 11
persons per square mile, and a waste generation rate of 27 tons
per day.

The City of Willows meets the criteria to petition as it has a
waste generation rate of 26 tons per day and an area of 1.25
square miles.

The City of Orland similarly meets the criteria to petition as it

has a waste generation rate of 22 tons per day and an area of 2.0
square miles.

Solid Waste Collection and Disposal

"Refuse collection is not mandatory anywhere in the unincorporated-

:County or the. two incorporated cities. Solid waste collection and
transfer to the Class III disposal site located 5 miles west of
the community of Artois, is either self-haul residential, self-

- haul commercial or commercial collection service. Two commercial
haulers service the County and cities: Glenn County Disposal
serving the cities of Orland and Willows and the majority of the
eastern County area; Stoney Creek Garbage serving the less-
populated western area of the County.

In 1990, according to the Petition, the Unincorporated-County
disposed of 8,673.Tons Per Year, the City of Orland disposed of
6,571 Tons Per Year and the City of Willows disposed of 8,474
Tons Per Year. In 1990, total JPA Municipal Solid Waste disposed
was 23,718 tons. In 1990, statewide disposal totaled 42.5 million
tons. The Glenn JPA waste disposal equals .05% of the state
disposal amount in 1990. : .
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Local Asgistance and Planning Committee Agenda Item # jr
February 9, 19%4 : Page 4

As of January 1, 1990 Glenn County has an estimated 32 years of
remaining landfill capacity accordlng to the Board’'s Interlm
_Report on landfill’capacity.. . . . e

-

'Current“Diversion"Proqrama"

Private Sector,

Glenn County Disposal operates a single California redemption
buyback center in Willows. Another certified redemption center
operated by Western Recyclers is located on County Road 200 in
the unlncorporated County. North Valley Services, a nonprofit
organization in Orland, provides drop-off facilities for a
variety of materials including: CRV aluminum, glass and plastics,
corrugated cardboard, newsprint, high grade ledger paper and
other recyclable glass.

County-City

A recycling coordinator has been transferred to the Public Works
Department from the Planning Department to manage the planned
diversion programs. The incumbent is working with the Glenn
County Economic Development Corporation to educate and enlist

businesses to develop procurement policies and make a commitment

. to buy recycled.

Other activities have included public education presentations to
schools and community groups, and use of an information and
education booth at the Glenn County Falr and fall Harvest
Festlval - : - :

Total

The following table summarizes the amounts and materials diverted
in 1990 as reported in the Petition for Reduction for
Unincorporated Glenn County and the Incorporated Cities of
Willows and Orland.

1990 DIVERSION BY MATERIAL TYPE
Tons Per Year

Material Type Unincorp. : COrland Willows
Paper : 16.6 '272.6 186.6

Plastics - 2.2 10.8 0.4

7



Local Assistance and Planning Committee Agenda Item #5;

% Diversion

February 9, 1994 o Page 5
Glass 87.8 134.2 16.3

Alqﬁinum  139.6 : o 96.4 . 55.6,

Yard wasté 136.6 4o _.51-'.'8_
Crganics 116.9 .-.- 262.4 51.8 :

Total ‘

499.6 ~ 823.5 471.8

Proposed Diversion

Upon evaluation of various alternatives, the Glenn JPA has
determined that the following programs will be pursued. These
programs have been determined to be cost effective and can be
implemented on a countywide basis with County-City compatibility.

Program

Source Reduc.
Info/EQ. -Res.
{inc. compost)

- Info/Ed. -Comm.

Procurement -
Recyecling
Curbside
Drop-Off
Com.Gls-0CC

public Educ.
Schools

Existing

Total

1995 PROPOSED DIVERSION PROGRAMS

Percentage

Unincoxp. Orland Willows
1.2 0.8. 1.3
0.8 0.8 1.5
0.5 0.3 . 0.3
2.0 2.0 2.6
2.5 0.0 0.0
1.6 1.8 2.6
1.2 0.5 1.5
5.3 11.0 5.2
i5.1 17.2 15.0
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Finally, the County and Cities are proposing a Household
Hazardous Waste event and purchase of a used cil recycling tank.

' Funding

From 1989 through 1992, Glenn County’s solid waste budget has
been substantially derived by a $35.00 residential parcel fee.

According to a 1993-94 revenue estimate, this fee will contribute
approximately 73% (5$312,550 annually) of total projected revenue
{$430,990.00). Other revenue sources include the annual solid
waste commercial fee (less than 3% of revenue), landfill gate
fees from business and industrial accounts (16% of revenue), with
the balance of .gate fees contributing 2%. Other income sources
_are interest on county reserve accounts, periodic grant funding
"and transfer accounts (6% of revenue).

The combined Glenn County, City of Willows and City of Orland
1992-93 Solid Waste budget are detailed in the following table.

1992-93 FUNDING : .
Revenue ' $451,099
with Fund Balances $703,087
Expenses
Administration $146,548
Capital Costs & Facilities S - $201,301
- Mandated Compliance Programs T $264,800
" Solid Waste Diversion . s R $37,000
Total . $649,649
PROJECTED 1993-94 FUNDING
Revenue - 5430,990
Expenses
Administration $170,319
Capital Costs & Facilities R $294,500
Mandated Compliance Programs - $241,600
Solid Waste Diversion $64,000
Total $770,419
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Of the $64,000 targeted in 1993-94 for Diversion Programs,
$29,000 is earmarked for Hazardous Waste and RMDZ costs, leaving
a balance of $35,000 for residential-commercial solid waste
-diversion. activities and" programs, - By comparison, 1992-93
diversion funding amounted to $10,000 for Source Reduction. The.
$27,000 diversion balance for 1992-93 included HHW and CEQA
costs.,

Future Funding

In early 1993 Glenn County, the City of Willows and the City of
Orland commissioned a funding study to evaluate fee schedules and
identify potential funding mechanisms for future needs.

Two funding scenarios have been identified. The first scenario is
based upon increasing present fees {(i.e., residential, commercial
and gate) and is projected to generate $852,250 per year.

The second scenario would retain existing fees and allow waste
import of 50 Tons Per Day (at $25.00/ton) generating an estlmated
$1,151,750 per year.

The Glenn County Board of Supervisors has accepted the Department
of Public Works’ funding analysis and has directed the Department
to report back with a recommended rate structure. Implementation
of the selected rate structure is estimated for mid-1994.

Either of the two alternatives if approved as identified, would
address the cost for all Sclid Waste programs, projected to be
approxlmately $770, 000

CCity and Countz Staffing

Responsibility for administering the Solid Waste programs is
shared among 4 county staff. Significant waste management duties
of these staff are detailed below.

Public Works Director: Reports to the Glenn County Board of
Supervisors. Directs the activities.and operations of the Public
Works Department including Roads, Orland and Willows airports,
the transportation commission and special districts. Serves as
Chairman- of the Solid Waste Task Force.

. Deputy County Engineer: Reports to the Public Works Director.

Manages and directs the activities of the Engineering, County
Surveyor and Scolid Waste Divisions. Administers contracts for
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activities such as groundwater monitoring, SRRE/HHWE and NDFE
development . Oversees disposal site operations and compliance
with County, State and Federal regulatlons

Dlsposal Site Superv1sor Reports to the Deputy County Englneer

" Supervises daily operations of the County Sclid@ Waste Disposal

Site. Responsible for site compliance with permit requirements
including daily cover, drainage and random load checking.

Senior Planner: Reports to the Deputy County Engineer. Currently
working part-time ocut of the Planning Department for the Solid
Waste Division. Coordinates and implements the Recycling and
Solid Waste public education programs. Makes presentations to
schools, community groups and city governments. Assists in
developing recycling goals, objectives, policies -and procedures.

CONCLUSION:

The Unincorporated County of Glenn and the Incorporated Cities of
Orland and Willows all qualify, under the conditions of PRC
Section 41780 and CCR Section 18775, to petition for a reductiocn
in planning and diversion requirements.

CCR Section 18775 requires the petitioning jurisdiction{s} to
provide the following information in its petition:

1. a general description of existing disposal and
diversion systems, including documentation of the types
and quantities of waste disposed and diverted;

C2. identification of the spec1f1c reductlons being
requested ¥ :
3. documentation of why attainment of diversion

requirements is not feasible;

4. the diversion requirements that are achievable, and
why .

Board staff have reviewed the petition from the County of Glenn
and the cities of Orland and Willows and found that it complles
with these requirements. Based on the information provided in the
petition, Board staff believe that the reductions requested by
the jurisdictions are justified.
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STAFF COMMENTS:
Board staff recommends that the Committee consider the County's

and City’'s petition for a’ reductlon An . dlverSLOn requlrements to - -
15 percent for each. '

ATTACHMENTS
1. Copy of Petition for Reduction

2. Resolution 94-.
3. Copy of 14 CCR Section 18775

Prepared by: Steven Hernandez ><{;ZJ, Phone (916) 255-2316

Reviewed by: John Nuffer 91’1/ Phone (916) 255-2653

Reviewed by: Judith Frie Phone (916) 255-2555

Reviewed by: Dorothy Rice Q%ﬂ Phone (916) 255-2208

7
Legal Review:_ ﬁﬂ@ 6;// Date/Time Vﬁﬁygy;/dfOSQm.
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CALTFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

RESOLUTION #94 - D4

FOR THE REDUCTION OF DIVERSION
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE UNINCORPORATED COUNTY OF GLENN AND THE
INCORPORATED CITIES OF ORLAND AND WILLOWS

Title 14 Division 7, chapter 9, Sect;on 18775

"wHEREAS " Public Reésources’ Code Sectlon 41782 allows reductlons v
in the diversion"and planning requirements specified in Public
Resocurces” Code Section 41780 if a city or county can demonstrate
that achievement of the mandated requirements is not feasible due
to geographical size or low population density, and small waste
generation rates; and

WHEREAS, Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Section
18775 allows for qualifying jurisdictions to petition the Board
for reductions in planning and diversion goals mandated by Public .
Resources Code Section 41780; and

WHEREAS, the Board has received a petition for reductions in the-
diversion requirements from the Unincorporated County of Glenn

and the Incorporated Cities of Orland and Willows; and

WHEREAS, the Unincorporated County of Glenn and the Incorporated
Cities of Orland and Willows each individually qualify based on : .
geographic size, population density, and small waste generation

rates to petition the Board for specified reductions; and

WHEREAS, the Board has found that the request for reduction in
diversion requirements to allow the Unincorporated County of
Glenn and the Incorporated Cities of Orland and Willows each to
achieve a 15% level of waste diversion by January 1, 1995 is
,reasonable

WHEREAS the Unlncorporated County and the Incorporated Cities of
Orland and Willows have each complied with Public Resources Code
Section 41782, and Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations, Section 18775.

WHEREAS, the Integrated Waste Management Board’s Local Assistance
and Planning Committee approved the staff recommendation to allow
the Unincorporated County of Glenn and the Incorporated Cities of
Orland and Willows to each reduce the short term diversion goals

from 25% to 15%.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby grants the
reduction in diversion requlrements to 15% for January 1, 1995.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if the .City SRRE has not been
locally adopted and submitted to the Board by the deadline set in
‘statute; or, if the City SRRE is not approved by the Board
pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 7, Part 2, of Division 30
of the Public Resources Code (commencing with secticon 41800},
then the  diversion reductions granted above shall be deemed
revoked. '

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Executive Director of the California Integrated
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the foregeing is
a full, true and correct copy of a resoclution duly and regularly
adopted by the California Integrated Waste Management Board on
February 23, 1994. ’

Dated:

Ralph E: Chandler
Executive Director
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Section 18775. Reduction in Diversion and Planning Requirements.

(a) A ciry or county may petition the Board, at a public hearing, to reduce the diversion requirements specified in
Publiz Resources Code section 41780, and planning requirements. To petition for a reduction, the city or county shall
present verification to the Board which indicates that achievement of the requirements is not feasible due to small
geographic size or low population density of the city or county and the small quantity of waste it generates. To qualify
to petition for a reduction in the diversion and planning requirements, a city or county must meet the following :

{1) For an incorporated city, a geographic arez of less than 3 square miles or a population density of less than
1500 people per square mile and a waste generation rate-of less than 100 cubic yards per day or 60 tons per
day,

:(2) For the unincorporated area of a county, a geographic area of less than 1500 square miles or a population
density of less than 10 people per square :mle and a waste generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day
or 60 tons per day.

b) Based on mformanon presented art the hearing, the Board may csnablnsh reduced dwersmn requirements, .and
alternative, but less comprchcnswe planning requirements. A pcuuoncr ‘may identify those specific planning* -
requirements from which it wants to be retieved and provide justification for the.reduction. Examples, of reduced .
planning requirements could include, but would not be limited to, reduced requirements for solid waste generation
studies, and reduced requiremenis and consolidation of specific component requirements. These reduced planning
requirements, if granted, must ensure compliance with Public Resources Code section 41782,

(¢) Cities and counties requesting a reduction in the diversion and planning requirements must include the fo]lowmg
information in the reduction petition:

(1) A general description of the exlsnng disposat and diversion systems, mcludmg documentation of the types A
and quantities of waste disposed and diverted. Documentation sources may mclude but are pot limited to, the
followmg

{A) Solid Waste Geperation or Characterization Studies;
(B) Diversion data from public and private recycling operations;

(C) Current year waste loading mfonnauon from permitted solid waste facilities used by the
jurisdiction;

(2) ldemtification of the specific reductions being requested (i.e. diversion or planning requirements or both), .

(3) Documentation of why aitainment of mandated diversion and planning requirements is not feasible.
Examples of documentation could include, but are not limited to;

(A) Evidence from the documentation sources specified in paragraph (c)(1) of this section;

(B) Verification of existing solid waste budget revenues and expenses from the duly authorized
designated representative of the city or county; :

(4) The plann'mg or diversion rcquiremcms lhal thc city or county fecls are achievable, and why.

{d) Cities and counties which. petition the Board and reccwe a reduction in thc diversion and planning requirements

. pursuant to this section, shall fully address the following issues in an annual report submitted to the Board within 90
days of the anniversary date the reduction was originally granted, and each year thereafter until the Board-mandated
diversion levels are met:

(l) the city or couaty's curtent activities 1o establish and maintain source reduction and recycling
programs; )
2) changes in demographics in the city or county;
(3 changes in types and amounts of waste generated in the city or county;
@) changes in funding sources for implementing the Elements or Plan; '
5 changes in markets for the city or county’s recyclables.

(¢) The Board may, upon review of the annual report, find that a revision or revocation of the reduction is necessary.
The Board-shall present any such findings at a public hearing.

(N If a regional agency is named in a regional agreement as the responsible entity for the achievement of the diversion
requirements specified in PRC section 41780, neither the regional agency nor any member of the regional agency will be
chglblc for 2 reduction in the diversion requirements of PRC section 41780. -

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 40502, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 41782, 41783 through
41786 and 41802, 40973 Public Resources Code.
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INTRODUCTION

Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland have completed and adopted their Source .
Reduction and Recycling Element and Household Hazardous Waste Element. These elements were
prepared jointly and one planning document was submitted with each entity reporting separately the
existing conditions, diversion and disposal data. As scrap metal is not able to be counted toward
diversion, Glenn County's diversion numbers are low. Public Works staff tumover in the middle of the
AB 939 planning process has also impacted pméram implementation, as has the need to anticipate
Subtitle D expenditures.at the solid waste dis!:_;os,_a__l site. ._Glenn-.Co.unty and cities have_takgn_a_.

delibérate and systematic approach to solid waste management, completing the planning .prqéess,

pursuing and receiving designation as a Market Development Zone. Most reéently a funding analysis
was commissioned to provide guidance as to the most equitable and financially scund methods of
funding their solid waste management system. : '

The County of Glenn and cities of Willows and Orland are petitioning individually in the context of one
combined petition as the most expeditious manner in which to proceed. Each one qualifies écoor_ding
1o petition requiréments; therefore, Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland petition the
California Integrated Waste Management Board to approve reduced diversion requirements in the
short-term planning period. The Counn'('and cilies believe that a reduction in short-lerm diversion
requirements will allow them to continue to progress toward the diversion goals committing the level of
resources realistic given their circumstances, and to pbsition themselves favorably to achieve the
medium-term planning period 50% diversion goal. ) - .

ELIGIBILITY TO PETITION

Section 18775 of CCR Title 14 states that to qualify to petition for a reduction in diversion and
planning requirements, a county or a city must meet the following requirements:

"For an incorporated city, a geographic area of less than 3 square miles or a
. population density of less'than 1500 peopleé per square mile.and a-waste generation
rate of less that-100 cubic yards per.day, (or 60 tons per day)...”

-*For the unincorporated area of a county, a geographic area of less than 1500 square
miles or a poputation density of less than 10 people per square mile and a waste
generation rate of less than 100 cubic yards per day (or 60 tons per day)..."

Geographic Area | Population | Population Density Wasta Gen.

Uninc. Glenn 1,314 sg.mi. 14,246 11 persons/sg. mile 22 tons/day
City of Willows 1.25 sq. mi. 6,167 4,934 persons/sq. mile 24 tons/day
City of Orland 2.0 sq. mi. 5,394 2 697 persons/sq. mile 20 tons/day

Glenn County and Cities of Orland and Willows Petition Page -1-

-+ 1992 Dept. of Finance figures
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PETITION REQUEST SUMMARY

Unincorporated Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland are eligible to petition the Board for

reduced requirements. It is the intention of this petition to request reduced diversion requirements
based on low generation rates as well as low diversion rates due 1o the large quantities of scrap metals.
Due to the requirements for counting excluded material types in base year diversion, Glenn County
and Cities have had to significantly reduce their diversion levels. '

. The petition will be supported by the following information and recommendatlons

+ ~Relevant geographic and physwai characteristics
+  Pertinent demographic information - -

«  Description of the existing disposal and diversion systems, mcludmg volumes and fundlng resources

+ Discussion of obstacles to meeting current mandates

» Discussion of strategies to meet achievable planning and diversion requirernenis

+  Verification that unincorporated Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland meet petmon
criteria

EXISTING CONDITIONS

eoqraphic Setti a sical Characteristic

The County of Glenn is located in the Sacrarnento Valley of California approximately 80 miles
northeast of the City of Sacramento. The County is predominately agricultural with a minimal mix of
industrial developments inthe area. The westem half of the County is largely foothills and mountains
with grain growing and grazing lands in the foothill areas and little population because of lack of water
supply. The mountain region is primarily timber land, some part of the Mendocino Forest and some
commercially-held timber lands.

There are two incorporated cities, Willows and Orland, in the County. The City of Willows is located
along Interstate 5 at State Route 32 in the southeastern quadrant of the County, and is the largest
population center in Glenn County as well as being the County seat and a regional center for trade and

" services. Willows' economic. base is pnmarlly agncuhural though there is a growing service sector

associated with its proximity to the tnlerstate highway.

The City of Orand is in the northwest quadrant of the County along Interstate 5 at State Route 32 less
than 5 miles from the Tehama County line to the north. Unincorporated communities in the County
area include Artois, Butte City, Hamilon City, Ordbend, Cordora, Glenn, Elk Creek and Afton and
Bayliss. -

Population

The population of Glenn County and the cities of Orland and Willows, according to 1992 Department

of Finance numbers, are as shown following.
Unincorporated County 14,246
City of Orland 5,394
City of Willows 6,167

Total Glenn County = 25,807

AN
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The unincorporated County is currently growing at a rate of approximately 1.2% annually according to

the 1989 Glenn County General Plan. The city of Orland reports a 2.0% growth rate, while Willows is

less at apprommately 1.0% computed on actual growlh between 1984 and 1991, The number of

retired persons residing in the area is expected to'increase in the future due to the relatively low cost .
of housing and general cost of living as compared to other Calfiornia counties.

Economy

Agricutture is the predominant industry in Glenn County, with 58.2% of the County's land area in
- farms. Average per capita mcome in 1988 was $14,983. The table below shows tota] househo!ds
" numbers and types of units and persons per household.

Total Households - - 9774
Single Family Units ' 6,803
Multi-Family Units 1,678
Mobile Homes ) 1,293
Persons/Household 2.7

Glenn County is centrally located with Interstate-5 il:aterse-cting vertically providing good access from
surrounding counties. The area has potential as a light industrialmanufactuting area.

Glenn County applied for and received designation as a Market Development Zone as of June 1992,

One of the projects under consideration is a composting facility because of the large amounts of

green wasle and agricultural waste present in the County's wastestream and the availability of

feedstock from neighboring jurisdictions. The County will continue to work with existing

manufacturers, ﬁursue regional cooperation and advertise its designation as a zone in developing its .
plans.

V. SOLID WASTE GENERATION AND MANAGEMENT

Waste Disposal Faciiit]
' _The Glénn County Solid Waste Disposal Site |s located on approximately 192 acres at the western

terminous o County Road 33, about five (5ymilés west of thé community of Artois. The site is a Class
Il landill that utilizes an area method of landfiil disposal. Standard volume estimates based on cubic
yards were applied for self-haul residential vehicles. Franchise haulers have vehicles with estimated
load capactties of twenty (20), thirty (30), and forty (40} cubic yards. A conversion rate of 4:1 (4 cubic
yards per ton) is calculated on all loads. Disposed tons per day per Department of Public Works

figures have averaged 58 tons/day in 91-92 and 59 tons/day in 92-93. Disposal facility capacity as
reported in the SRRE was 1,742,000 cubic yards or 32 years.

Collecti Servi
Relfuse collection is not mandatory anywhere in the unincorporated-County or the two incorporated
cities, Solid waste collection and transter to the disposal site of municipal solid waste (MSW) is either
self-haul residentia!, seff-haul commercial or commercial collection service. fwo commercial haulers
service the County and cities: Glenn Couhty Disposat serving the cities of Orland and Willows and the '

Glenn County and Cities of Oriand and Witlows Petition - Page -3-
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majority of the eastem County area; Stoney Creek Garbage serves the less populated western area of
the County.

In 1992-93, confribution to the disposed wastéstream by hauler segment is distributed as follows:
franchise haulers - 56%; business-industrial accounts - 16%,; self-haul residential (cars, pick-ups,
trucks) - 28%. ’

Glenn County and Cities of Orland and Willows Petition

Table 1.0
Glenn County. Tons Disposed
1990 L _
L . % of TOTAL ANNUAL
‘JURISDICTION DISPOSED TONS (Approx)
JPA Agqgregate 100% 22,658
County Unincorporated Area 34% 7,613
City of Orland 29% 6,571
City of Willows 37% ) 8,474
Table 2.0
Waste Generatlon (w/o scrap metals)
1890 N
Jurisdiction | Total Generation ] Population .TonsIDa Lbs/Person/Da
Glenn Aggregate 24,998 tons 25.807 .96 5.1
Uninc. County 8,112.7 14,246 6 3.1
City of Orland 7,939.5 5,394 1.4 7.5
City of Willows 8,945.9 6,167 1.5 7.9
s
Syste inance

Solid waste management funds are-currently generated in Glenn County by an annual household

. pa'rr;iel chéfg_e, through gate receipts al the G_Ienh-_County Landfill, and an annual commerciaVindustrial

solid waste fee. ‘These are the primary source of operéting funds for the County Department of Public
Works which manages the County's solid waste. Cumrent parcel rates are $35.00 to both residential -
and commercial parcels.

* Annual Household/Residential Parcel Fee {Household Charge)

Assessed via the property tax bill to over 9,300 single and multi-family units (countywide - $35/year)
+ Annual Commercial/Industrial Solid Waste Fee (Commercial Charge)

-Public Works bills commercial and industrial businesses the $35.00 annual solid waste fee.

+ Landfill Disposal/Gate Fees (Commercial Self-Haul Accounts - Industrial Dumping)

Charged to non-residential loads entering the landfill on a volume basis $1.75/cubic yard or vehicle
type or size. o
* Gate Fees - Other Self-Haul charged at the landfill.

e Page -4~
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Per Resolution No. 89-116, the gate fee schedule for the Glenn County Landfill is as follows.

Table 3.0
Current Schedule of Gate Fees

-] Vehicle/Container_ Size Amount

» Cars, station wagons, pickups, panel trucks, two-
" wheel trailers (beds smaller than 6 X 8 feet) No Charge |

*» Vehicles with beds larger than 6 X 8 feet and pot in

any other category. $ 350
+ Contract collectors and franchise operators $ 1.00
+ One and one-haff ton'trucks oflarger . - % .17
o One and one-half ton trucks or larger "% 4.00
Sermi-rallers : $. 500
Ten-wheel trucks wfdernolmon & tree trunks $ 1250
* Tires up to 20 inches $0.75ea.
| _._Tires 20 inches to 24 inches ' ~  $150ea.
" Tires above 24 inches ' ’ $7.50 ea.
+ Industrial Rates (3 cubic yds/week or more) $ 1.75 per cu.yd.

From 1989 through 1992, Glenn County's solid waste funding requirements have been relatively

stable, requiring little or no change to existing rate structures or fees. The annual $35.00 residential

parcel fee has been the most consistent funding source, contributing over 73% to total funding or

approximately $300,000 per year. The annual solid waste commercial fee has contributed, on

average, less than 3% per year in revenues. Gate fee revenue from business and industrial accounts '

have contributed 16%, with the balance of gate fees contributing only 2%. Other income sources '

include miscellaneous revenues from interest on fund balancesfreserve accounts and petiodic grant .
funding, transfer accounts, and rebates. Table 4.0 shows solid waste expenditures over the past four

years. Table 5.0 illustrates the 1993-84 solid waste budget. The projected 1993/94 budget shows

an increase in expenditures to over $750,000, due primarily to regulatory-dri(:en facilities, staffing and

solid waste program.é (i.e. waste diversion/recycling,etc.)

Table 4.0 )
_ ) Solid Waste Expendituras 1989-93
1989/90 1990797 7581792 1992/93 1993/94
$375.281 $494.465 $462,498 $451,981 $750.000+
Glenn County and Cities-of Oriand and Willows Pelition o . Page -5
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Table 5.0

1993-94 Projected Solid Waste Revenues

Projected % of Total
Revenue Source Revenues Revenue
Residential Parcel Fees - $312,550.00 73%
Commercial Annual Fee $13,440.00 3%
Subtotal $325,990.00
Gate Fees{Other Self-Haul) ' '$10,000.00 2%
Bus/Industrial Gate Fees - . $70,000.00 - 16%
.. ' Subtotal N .-.$80,000.00 e
Interest Income - $25,000.00 : 6%
TOTAL $430,890.00 100%
Table 6.0
1993-94 Projected Solid Waste Expenditures
Projected % of Total
Expenditure Category Expenditures | Expenditures
Administration & Operalions $170,319 22%
Capital Expenses/Facilities $294,500 38%
, Regulatory Compliance/Fees” $241,600 31%
. Waste Diversion Programs/Plans $64,000 8%
(see Table 7.0 for list of programs, activities)
TOTAL! $770,419 100%

‘Includes additional $13,000 and $4,000 in State fees for the Easton Account ($0.56/ton} and Waste

Discharge Requirements respectively.)

Table 7.0
1993-94 Projected Expenditures
for AB 939 Diversion Programs

) L Projected
Expenditure Category - Expenditures
+ Source Reduction Programs $10,000.00
«_Recycling Promotion $25,000.00
« Used Oil Recycling Storage Tank $4,000.00
+ HHW Collection Program $10,000.00
+ RMDZ GEDCo Funding Suppon $15,000.00

Total $64,000.00

'Glenn County and Cities of Orfand and Willows Petition

. Page.-6- _
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Funding for Future Solid Waste Mapagement

Consistent with its systematic approach, Glenn County and cities have recently commissioned a -
funding analysis to evaluate current fee schedulss and project potential mechanisms for funding the .
solid waste budget. This evaluation has shown that the existing fee structure as a funding system has
gaps that threaten the County and cities' abilities to adequately fund upcoming program requirements

-and Subtitle D-related expenses. Tables 8.0a and 8.0b illustrate two alternate funding scenarios
Glenn County and Cities presented in the funding study which show how the current system could be
re-structured to prowde adequate fundlng for prolected AB 939 |mplememat|on costs as well as

Submle D compliance costs.
) . Table 8. Oa
Alternate Funding Scenarios
{Increased Fees/No Import)

Est. Tons/ ' Projected
Funding Source -Rate # of Entities Annual Revenue
Residential Fee $50.00/yr. 9,300 units $465,000
Commercial Fee $50.00/yr. 750 Businessesi’ $37,500
Gate Fees ' $17.50/Ton 20,000 Tons $350,000
Total Revenue -’ . $852.250

Table 8.0b
Alternate Funding Scenarios
(Existing Fees/Import) : .

Est. Tons/ Projected
Funding Source Rate # of Entities Annual Revenue
Residential Fee $35.00/yr. 9,300 units $325,500
Cemmercial Fee $35.00/yr. 750 Businesses $26,250
Gate Fees - Glenn $17.50/Ton 20,000 Tons $350,000
Gate Fees - Import $25.00/Ton 18,000 Tons $450,000

‘| {assumegs “50 TPD). - S o

Total Revenue L $1,151,750

Rate increases and solid waste system changes can be difficult to get passed by City Councils and

. Boards of Supervisors. The County has had initial meetings with Willows and Orland city managers
regarding the funding study results and the need to take action. The Depariment of Public Works
delivered the funding study to the County Board of Supervisors in late 1993. The Board accepted
the findings and directed the department to come back with the required rate structures for
implerﬁentation by mid-1994. The Department's incremental approach to solid waste funding is part of
its efforts to ensure a better planning and decision-making process.

Glenn County and Cities of Oriand and Willows Petition : - . . - Page -7-
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_ Dive fslop Programs/Faciiities

. * Private Diversion Activities
In Glenn County and Cities’ draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element, scrap metals collected
and processed by private scrap metal dealers from the heavy equipment and machines used by the
agricultural industry were counted as contributing a large segment of the diverted wastestream . This
maeria! accounted for 60% of the diverted wastestream within the County and the cities of Orand and
Willows.

Subsequent legislation and regulations’ required further research to determine whether or not these
materials, as they have his,toﬁcally been managed in Glenn County, can be counted as diversion. The
three criteria require that the activity.or program had to have been carried out as the result of an action '
of the County or cities; that the material had been disposed prior to 1990 at least in the amounts
claimed to have been diverted: and that the County can demonstrate that it is implementing and will
continue to implement a program to divert the material. Research by the County indicates that
these activities were not carried out by an action of the County; therefore scrap
metal diversion credit cannot be taken in the base year.

Glenn County Disposal operates a single AB 2020 California redemption container buyback center in
Willows. Another certified redemption center operated by Western Recyciers is located on County
Road 200 in the unincorporated County. North Valley Services, a nonprofit organization in Orland,
. ', ’ provides drop-oftbuyback tacilities for CRV aluminum, glass and plastic, and drop-off for high grade
. office/computer paper. In base year 1990, they were also collected corrugated cardboard, newsprint
and other recyclable glass.

» County Diversion Procgrams

A recycling coordinator has recently been transferred from the Planning Department to manage the
programs planned for 93-94. Table 9.0 details the amounts and materials by material type diverted in
1990 as reported in the Source Reduction and Recycling Element for each jurisdiction, less scrap
metal d'wersic;n. .Table 10:0 illustrates the percent existing diversion activity in each of the cities and
the Unincorporated C(mnt{r, asit re1afes_to geneqatidn in the base year.

Glenn County and Cities of Orland and Willows Petition - e = . Page.8-.
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Table 9.0
Solid Waste Diversion by Material Type

All Quantities in Tons Per Year

Material Type Unine, Glenn Orland Willows
Corrugated cardboard 16.0 147.0 186,
Mixed paper 0.0 0.0 0.0
Newspaper .6 75.6 .6
High Grade 0.0 50.0 0.0
Other “ 0.0 0.0 0.0

| TOTAL PAPER 16.6 272.6. " 186,6
HDPE- 0.0 0.0 0.0
PET 2.2 4.2 S .3
Film Plastics 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Plastics 0.0 6.6 )
TOTAL PLASTICS 2.2 10.8 .4
Refillable Glass 0.0 0.0 0.0
Redemption Glass 82.1 130.8 11.4
Other Recyclable 5.8 3.4 4.9
Non-Recyclable 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL GLASS 87.8 134.2 16.3
Aluminum Cans - 139.6 96.4 55.6

| Bi-Metal 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ferrous/Tin 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-ferrous 0.0 0.0 0.0
White Goods 0.0 . 0.0 0.0
TOTAL METALS 139.6 96.4 55.6
YARD WASTE 136.6 47.0 51.8
Food Waste 18.8 181.2 0.0
Tires/Rubber 0.0 74.4 49.6
‘Wood Wastes 90.0 0.0 0.0
Ag Crop Residue 0.0 0.0 0.0
| Manure : . 0,0 0.0 0.0
[ Textiles/Leather “B.1 6.8 . 12.2
TOTAL ORGANICS 116.9 262.47 61.8
Inerts 0.0 0.0 0.0
Household Haz Waste 0.0 0.0 0.0
Infectious Waste 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OTHER 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ash 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sludges 0.0 0.0 0.0
Asbestos 0.0 0.0 0.0
Auto Shred Parts 0.0 0.0 0.0
Auto Bodies 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Speical (Bulky) 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL SPECIAL 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL DIVERSION 499.6 823.5 471.8

‘Glern County and Cities of Oriand and Willows Petition
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Table 10.0
Total Estimated Diversion.

1980
‘ MSw Waste Total %
Jurisdiction Disposed Diverted Generation Diversion
County Unincomp. B.673 4996 9172.7 5.3%
City of Orland 6,571 823.5 7,304.8 11.0%
City of Willows 8,474 471.8 8,945.9 5.2%

Glenn County and Cities of Orland and Willows Petition

New Divetsion Programs

Programs currently operating or in development for the 1993-94 budget year include the following:
source reduction/recycling education and prometion in the schools and in the community;
establishing roadside {curbside) coilection; drop-off recycling at the landfill; a commercial program to
collect glass and comugated cardboard; a Household Hazardous Waste collection event; funding
suppén through GEDCo to promote the Recycling Market Development Zone; purchase of used oil
recycling tank. . S '

Programs implemented by the new recycling coordinator are focussed on basic waste reduction
education for residents and for businesses. Implementation began in the fall of 1993 with an
education program in the schools planned to reach every grade level in both cities. Videos and in-
person presentations as well as hand-out materials are being used in the program fo increase
awareness of the need to reduce and divert waste materials. 1n addition, information on backyard
composting and what materials can be diverted in their communities at this time are included. Materials
from the CIWMB media kit have been reviewed and will be incorporated into the communications plan.

A fifth grade class managed the recycling of materials at a recent car rally. An information and
education booth was used at the Glenn County Fair and fall Harvest Festival. The recycling
coordinator is working with the Glenn County Economic Development Corporation on a campaign to
educate and enlist businesses to develop procurement policies and make a commitment to buy
recycled. : ’

The County and cities are working with the franchise hauler to implement the
residential roadside recycling program, to institute drop-off recycling at the landfill,
and establish the commercial glass and cardboard collection program. These
programs are all to be implemented on a Countywide basis. Staff has been carrying
out portions of the education programs through presentations in the schools and

" to community groups. Program funding will come from a combination of increased

annual fees (parcel), landfill gate fees and refuse service surcharges.

vPage -10-,
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Table 11.0
Programs to Achieve
Short-Term Uniform Diversion Level of 15%

PROGRAMS Uninc. County | City of Orland | City of Willows
% [ TPY % { TPY %/ TPY
Existing Diversion 499.6 tons 823.5 tons 471.8 tons
wl/o Scrap Meta 5.3% 11% 5.2%
Source Reduction ‘
« Info/Ed. - Residential © 1.2% .B% 1.3%
« Info/Ed, - Commi " 1,0% . *B% ' 1.5%
Recycling® : . :
| + Roadside Collection . 2.0% 2.0% 3.0%
« Drop-Oft Recyc-Landfill 2.5% 0.0% 0.0%
» Commercial Glass, OCC 1.8% 2.0% 2.5%
Education/Public Info
+Schools Program 1.2% 5% 1.5%
Total 15% 17.1% 15%
Table 12.0
Program Implementation Schedule
_ 3rd-4th QTR ] tst-2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr
PROGRAMS 1993 1994 1984
Source Reduction
o info/Ed. - Residential (County & Cities) X
» Info/Ed, - Cormnml (County & Cities) X X
Racycling
+ Roadside Collection (w/Private Hauler) X
« Drop-Off Recycling at Landfill (County) X
|+ Commercial Glass, OCC Collection {HIr) X
Education/Pubiic Info
*Schools Program (County & Cities) . X

" . Reasons for Programs Selected
- The above programs selected 1o be implemented by Glenn County and Cities are among those
described in the final draft of the Source Reduction and Recycling Element. They have been chosen
for implementation at this time because they are programs that can be implemented on a countywide
basis and with County/City program compatibility.

et - . .

Glenii County and Cities of Oriand and Willows Petition
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VI
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'OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland have chosen to work together under a joint powers
agreement to develop and fund AB 939 planning and implementation. They are interested in the
development of additional regional programs, as evidenced by the pursuit of designation as a
Recycling Market Development Zone. The County is moving forward with plans to develop local
industry, and has conducted initial conversations with neighboring cities and counties regarding the
feasibility of various manufacturing processes and available feedstock. In addition, the County and
cities are considering the 'deyelopm'ent of a regional landfill and other regional projects pertaining to

- solid waste. Thesé projects and processes are long term in riature and are under con'sideration -

pecause they will maximize the County’s land resources and take advantage of its central accessible
location. All of these projects listed below are sill in very preliminary phases and, because of ’
extensive facilities development and permitting processes, would not be operational until the
medium-term planning period (1995 or 1996).

» Regional Landfill: Exploratory meetings have taken place between Glenn and bordeting counties
as to their willingness to develop a regional landfill. )

« Recycling Market Development Zone: The designation of Glenn County as an RMDZ holds
the potential for regional projects involving feedstock imported from other counties.

+ Regional HHW Collection/Transfer Facility: A proposed project is in the preliminary stages
for locating a facility in Glenn that could handle household hazardous waste, agricuttural hazardous
wastes, and small quantity commercial generators. '

Regional approaches on a variety of issues such as Glenn County is pursuing provide a practical
means for rural areas to realize economies and to actually implement waste reduction program plans. 1t
is important in the case of Glenn County and the cities of Willows and Orland that these initiatives be

. supported and encouraged. Rural areas throughout Califomia experience special solid waste
’challenges Low population densities, low generation rates, low. disposal fees that are a disincentive

to diversion, as well as madequate support for solid waste management systems, many “dumps” - now
landfills that require expensive closure, postclosure and monitoring procedures - these are the
unique circumstances of most California rural counties. They need help to meet AB 938 diversion
goals. The petition process and potential diversion reductions or postponing of diversion goals is
necessary for jurisdictions like Glenn County and the cities of Orland and Willows so that they can deal
with solid waste realities without being fiscally overwhelmed by them.
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Vii. ACHIEVABLE DIVERSION REQUIREMENTS

This section will summarize the obstacles to achieving the AB 939 diversion requirements and
propose alternative diversion and planning requirements as well as potential programs to meet the
reduced mandates,

Obstacles

The requirements of AB 2494 have reduced Glenn County and cities' existing diversion rates by

. dnsqualrfymg scrap metals diversion to eléven percerit {1 1%) or under Given the current waste ™
management scenario in Glenn County; it would be impossible for the County and Cities to meet a -
25% diversion level by 1995. Solid waste expenditures have nearly doubled since the 1989-90
budget year (see Table 4.0 on Page 5), including the implementation programs planned for 1993-94.
A major portion of the increase is landfill expenditures due to Subtitie D. The relatively low population
requires that an unreélisticaily high per person diversion rate (for these jurisdictions) be accomplished.
The County feels that given the time to pursue longer term plans and processes now pending, it will ,
be able to reach the medium-term diversion goal of 50%; and therefore does not anticipate seeking'
additional reductions.

Reduced_Diversjon_ Requirements Requested

The following table illustrates the SRRE-reported diversion percents (with scrap metal), what the
diversion rate would be without the metal, and the reduced diversion requirements requested under

this petition,
SRRE W/O Scrap | Requested
Div.Level Metal Djv. Level
{ Unincomporated Glenn County 13% 5.3% 15%-
City of Willows 12% 5.2% 15%
City of Orland 17% 11.0% 15%
Reduced Planning. B'ggyi[_g'mgntgi :

Glenn County and the cities of Oriand and Willows are not seeking reduced planning requirements as
their SRRE and HHWE have been completed in Final Draft form.

Glenn County and Cities of Orland and Willows Petition
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SUMMARY

Unincorporated Glenn County and the cities of Orland and Willows each clearly
meat the criteria established for Reduced Diversion Requirements. They are
petitioning in a single petition document to expedite the petition process as they prepared and
submitted SRRE and HHWE as individual jurisdictions in a single planning document.

- Glenn County and cities have moved forward to meet AB 939 plahning requirements. They have

sought and been designated a Recycllng Market Development Zone and contmue to support that
process. They are mvestlgattng other reglonal approaches to solid waste prolecls that will help them-
efficiently and cost-effectively manage their solid waste system. They have proceeded with a fundlng
analysis to assist in decision-making and planning for impending system cost increases and will be
implementing those decisions in the near future. Glenn County and the cities of Orlantl and Willows
have taken an incremental, systematic approach 1o their solid waste system needs. - ’

Glenn County and the Cities of Orland and Willows request the Califomia Integrated Waste -
Management Board's thoughtful consideration of this petition for diversion requirements reduced to
the following levels:

¢ Uninc. Glenn County 15%
» City of Willows 15%
. 'Clty of Orland 15%

~ The jurisdictions feel a reduced short-term diversion requirement, acknowledging their rural

circumstances (i.e. low generation rates and small size), will enable them to plan more carefully and to
successfully achieve the 50% medium-term diversion requirement.
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Memo to: Steven Hernandez

Market Develogment T'rograms - Recvclulg

January 20, 1994
Page 3

. Recyding Market Development Zone :
Glenn County, through'its Jocal Economic Development Corporation and "’ubhc
* Works Department, decided to pursue the establishment of a Recydling Malrket
Development Zone in 1991, Following the preparation of a thorough feasibility
study and zone application, the State C[W‘VIB granted RMDZ status to (:lenn

County

The County’s ob)echve% for the RMDZ focussed on creating a framework for both
integrated waste management and local economic development Glenn County has
.onc of the highest unemployment rates in the state and is very interested in the
development of local recycling related industries as well as associated integrated
waste management facilities (i.e., composting facility, landfil], materials retovery
facility, etc.) that will create the needed secondary material feedstocks for. hiture
recycling businesses and industries under the RMDZ. .
A successful petltion for reduced short-terny diversion requirements will allow the
County to focus more of its resources and energies on promoting the deve]cpment :
of the fadlities and indpstries under the RMDZ, and help ensure the County )
actually meets both the short-term and the medium-terin diversion requlﬁements

Following ic a table. which _ﬂlustrates the way in which the programs selected by the
County and cities will combine to achieve the reduced diversion of 15%.

Programs to Achieve P
Short-’l‘exm Uniform Diversion Level of 15%

PROGRAMS : Uninc; County | City of Oriand | City of Willows |
: 57 TPY %/ TPY %/ TPY:
Existing Diversion 499.6 tons - 8235 tons 471.8 tons
wlo Scrap Metall . 5.3% 11% 5.2%
Scurce Reduction P - : ) i ;
« Info/Ed. - Residential _: o 19% F .8% 1.3%' :
_(_ncludes backyard com_goslmg} C- P
= info/Ed. - Commd i . .8% 8% 1.5%
s Govt Procurement Policias 5% 3% 3% -
: |
Recycling* L i
+ Roadside Collection - 2.0% 2.0% 2.6%
« Drap Oft Racyc-Landfill .  2.5% 0.6% 0.0%
« Commercal Glass, OGC . : 1.6% 1.8% 6%
Educatien/Publle info . :
+Schools Program i 1.2% 5% 1.5% .
i Total 15.1% 17.2% . 15%
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